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The Passion of Labour. 


L abour in politics has but one passion. It, is 
to make the world a better place for the people 
3/* who inhabit it. More narrowly, it is toimake 
one’s own country a better place for the people who 
inhabit it.* This, it may be said, dols not dil^r fPom 
»the professed object o( any other political party. If we 
examine the record of the orthodox "political parties, 
however, we shall find that thw have been exceedingly^ 
philosophic in»their acceptanw of the present state of 
society. They have not realised that this world of 
mean streets and mean,ideals in which,we live is n* 
less intolerable*as a‘permanent home for human biSngs 
than was, the ^upd-and-blood world of the trenches. 
They have never sffimitted ^hat it,is as necess|ry atid a% 
possible n release human beings from poverty as it is 
to release them from* war. They aae undiJUbtedly 
anxious to t^mpsir ipowity to the shorn wage-%arner.* 
fflTOey do not wish to a'bolish poverty utterly. They, 
*&ben have a notion thift to wish to abolish poverty is 
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gros^y'raatlrialistic. ft is, no doubt,* materialistic in 
the sense i(» J(/hich it k rtaterialistic to attempt to • 
abolish famine'or sleeping sickness*or influenza^or 
syphilis. But, strange to say, no politician ever calls 
the hero* of the lAverpool Schoijl of Tropical Medidne 
materialiAs. “ Materialist ” is « name reserved for 
those who desire to abolish the disease of diseases— 
wlhch is poverty. All human beings are, of course, 
tnaterialists in a great proportion of their undertakings— 
the farmer ploughing his field, the builder among his 
bricks, the cook in the kitchen. Civilisation could not 
exij,t unless we were willing to turn fiurselves into 
materialists of this kind. In politics, again, the Pro¬ 
tectionist is one kind of materialist, the Free Trader is 
aiiother. The materialism of Labour differs from the 
materialism of the old-fashioned happy-go-lucky gglitics 
only, in this—that Labour wishes to make use of the 
w^lth produced I by human hands and brains in order 
to purlcltase an equal chance of health, comtort, educa:^ 
tior, and adventure for every citizen of the St?te. The 
politicians of the past have been content to relieve 
‘ poverty in so far as the'more luxurious classes felt they 
could afford to do so wfihout sensibly interfering with 
jtheir habits of life. Labour contends that we have got 
beyond a sta^e of social organisation in' which men with 
a plurality of houses and a retinue of, servants ^can be 
■permitted to say that we cannot ^ord tcv'rqjcue the 
children'jf the slums,- and to feed, clothe, apd educate 
them qn the understanding tha* all men are peers. 

The war taught us many gieat lessons in equality. 
It taught us that, if there was a shortage of b«<K Ad 
' butter, the reasonable way to meet the'shortage was nr.' 
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to allow the ricTi to compete gainst the poor fol’ posses¬ 
sion of tiie food supply, Ibueway the Sjate should step 
iQ and insist thJt every citizen, rich an 3 p8or, should be 
entitled to an equal share of^these things, and" that 
possession of money.sUould not g^e any m*an a right 
to more than his faif share of the essential foods. .Had 
the food question been left to be settled by competitlbn, 
by the laws of supply and^demand, and by the proce’ssqs 
blessed by Victorian economists, we should have sedh 
all the beef and butter and margarine and sugar put by 
the profiteers at the disposal of^he rich, and it can 
hardly be ddbbted that a revolution would^have bJbken 
out. The British Government, by introducing the 
coupos system, and saying practically, " You shall Iwve 
beef and margarine*and sugar, not because you are rich, 
but ttepause you are a citizen,” took a great aqd in¬ 
structive step in the direction of Socialism. Every 
other consideration, it was realised, ftiust bespostpaned 
JO the needs of natiopal defence. The peoplf of the 
countiji were regarded as a besieged gdbrison, and^the 
Government did not hesitatf to say to the millionaire, 
“You shall qpt eat meat twi?e a day while there is i 
single citizen in want.” No,*it did not ai^ually go so 
far as that. It ensured to the poorest citizen the liberty 
to buy meat, 8ot l 4 ie ^ower to buy m&t. %il4 the 
rationing system introduced at least the thin end of the 
wedge ^f*equality» Ij deprived the richer citizen aif tHe 
right to jtotest, “ No, no ; I iannot afford fo give up 
ten or twelve meat meafs a week. If yoi^make me do so, 
you will only bj kjlliri| the goose that lays the»golder^ 
TheTood shortage brought men face to face 
'*with reslities, and they had no time to listen to fables. 
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They‘realised that the *(^en8 pi these islai^ds were 
threatened grim^^lity of hunger, and the old 
economics o^inequality suddenly seemid to b£ as mad 
and* inconsequent^as,a neuropath’s dreamy The 
Governmqpt unquestionably diluted our equality as 
tjiey- diluted our beer. But at leSst they did establish 
th? principle that a human being’s rights as regards the 
eecessaries of life should bS measured by his needs 
father than by his banking account. , 

Labour calls for the perpetuation and development 
of the equalities of fyar-time. It does not proclaim a 
clas^^ar apy more than Lord Rhondda proclaimed a 
class-war when he introduced the coupon system. It is 
mqved by no ignoble jealousy of ^iches and «>mfdrt. 
All that it contends is that a nation can afford anything 
excepj a chronic plague of poverty, and that, i^itwere 
true (as certain reactionaries affirm) that there is not 
enough cdmfort td go round, then it would ^e the duty 
of the ^ste to ration comfort a; it has rationed suga»v 
Foi^before the" interests of any individual citizen come 
the interests of national defence. In a nation at war 
'national defence means defence against foreign enemies. 
In a nation at peace it means defence against those more 
permanently dangerous enemies—ignorance, poverty, 
antkillihealth. The cost of defenaing“the citizens in 
the mass from these three enemies ^hould .be a first 
(Siargte on the national wealth. i Mkny rich naen m- 
pressed tBeir willingness to spend their last‘chilling in 
order ts defeat the Germans. 'Labour insists that we 
ishoulthalso be ready to spend d&r List shilling in order 
to make an end of poverty and ignoran^. 

It will be the test of the siqcdrity of the protestation^' 
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made by.th^ governing class^'during the war whether 
they now accept the principle^ of liberft, Iquality, and 
fraternity in their full implications, and*are leady to 
make tl^em the basis of a new sqpial^order.* Men aA no 
longer content with an equality that means Jnerely an 
equal right to vote. £quality in the popular imaginatiqp 
is slowly coming to mean an equal right to send one’s 
son to the University, to send one’s children to the sea» 
side for a njonth’s holiday, to live in a house of one’s 
own with a garden, to travel abroad, to go to the opera, 
to drink wine if one likes it, to weaa comfortable boots— 
in'other words, to be as cultured, as fully entith^ to 
leisure, and even as luxurious as one’s neighbour. 
Clfcarly, it is possjjjle to desire equality of this qprt 
through simple greed. .There is nothing essentially 
noble>iii wishing to have a good time. There is, how¬ 
ever, I think, something noble in wishing one’s children 
to have a gpod time and in wishing onVs fellot^-^ouiftry- 
>«ien, most of whom otte has never even seen,/* have a 
good thne. And Labour wishes mote than that.*. It 
wishes men and women to hs^jp a good chance. It sees 
that men and«women are spiritually enchained by the 
material circumstances of poverty, and it suspects that 
the excessive mortality jmong the children of the poor 
is a mortality of so61 and mind as well as of bodj^ It 
admits tijat the idleness of the idle rich may be as 
spiritually degradRigais the poverty of the indudlriofls 
poor. Bit it does not propose to establish a world in 
which everybody will be idle and rich. .All it t»eks is a 
world in wh^ph svwy Jitizen shall have a fair cIAnce ofc 
aJPfound devejppment. Tt seems a ludicrous thing to 
^Inany plople to suggesf t^at a social system is perfectly 



possible in whiA one mijjit §nd«oneseIf sitting beside 
one’s cook or*D*4’s dustqjan in a stall at^Covent Garden 
during a performance of Tristan. As a mattei^of fact, 
the mconijpivSble tlpngis that anybody should find this 
inconceivable. By what right d6 any of us claim to 
doom our fellow human beings to a musicless, illiterate, 
untfavelled life ? If God conceded the dustman an 
immortal soul, is it not a little presumptuous in a mere 
man to question his right to sit in a stall at the opera ? 
Certainly, we shall have to adjust our imaginations to 
odder things than (his during the conyng century. 
Civin 5 ation„with all its enrichments, has hitherto b^fen 
possible only for a tiny section of the human race. We 
need not complain of this. It was robody’s fauff. iVe 
may put it down with a good conscience to the laws 
governing the evolution of human society. Wf ifiay 
justly* complain, however, of those who would impede 
the ^rogrdfes of this evolution, and attempt still to con¬ 
fine the messings of civilisation to a section of the race?** 
Oui’object should be to extend as fast as is htlmanly 
possible the boundaries qf tivilisation so that every man 
shall be in the ordinary ^nse of the word' a gentleman, 
with all the'liberties and opportunities of a gentleman. 
ISabour does pot propose to copipel any^man to go and 
see Shatespeare who had rather go to a horse-race, or 
to force him to travel in Italy if he hafi Ather ,sit sn the 
I*alacl Pi^r at Brighton, But it ki appalling that there 
should be people who actually dislike the idea Sf a world 
in which he had full liberty of choice, 
r LabJUr differs from the other parties; we may t akej} , 
{hen, in setting out with the determination to multiply ^ 
the opportunities, of life instead'of the opportunities of* 
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exploitat^n. Hithertp, 
has thought first of all 
ploiters.* Openings for 
than cjpenings for human h|ppiness. • Citizen • felt 
justified in exploiting sitizen, nation in exploiting nation. 
Capitalism and Impirialism became holy words with a 
magic powir of deafening the ears even of good melt to 
the cries of the multitud^of victims. Labour is in'in- 
surrection agaiqst this superstition of words. It declarte 
that the exploitation of one human being by another, or 
of one nation by another, must efld, and that the aim 
of*politics should be the increase of the sum of culture, 
opportunity, and happiness, and its rationaf distribution 
arflong men and women. Naturally, many men will be 
found to defend the presjnt order. Cannibals, I fancy, 
are perfectly content that they, too, have reached a 
fortunate stage of society. Labour believes that it is 
possible SfiT human society to advSnce alrttost a» far 
ieyond its present European level as its pres^f culture 
is beyflnd the culture of the cannibals af Tropical Africa. 
It does not pretend that wesshall be able to accomplish 
this in a dayi It proclaims, ftowever, that the day haS 
come for us to begin marchin|. 


in trjSe and industry* society 
)f thiopportuHties of the ex- 
capitm have meafit mqre to it 



II 

Labour and the Middk Classes 

H istorians who look back on the election 
of 1918 wilT, it is probable, select'as one of ifs 
msst remarkable features the entry of the 
middle classes (or at least of a fair proportion of middle- 
class men and women) into the railks of Labour. It 
used to be made a charge agaiitst the Labour Parji^that 
it was hot a “ national ” party, but merely stood for the 
interests 0^ a class, being thus distinguished from the 
Liberal «jd Tory parties, which jvere notoriSusly free 
from class*))reju(?ice. At present, it appears, the labour 
Party is guilty of something still worse. If it at one 
' time lost its claim to be i national ” party owing to 
^its exclusion of the middle classes, it has now lost its 
claim to be a “ labour ” party owing to its Inclusion of 
the middle classes. That is the traditional method of con¬ 
troversy ifc electioneering. The political cpntroversialist 
haj ali^ays been a person who insisted ph having i^ both 
ways. Hischiefobject is to condemn his oppon^t. He 
,is a studjnt of the fine art of misrepresentation. He 
will find^a reasort for denouncing in opponent for hav- 
idg brown hair, or for having black hair, odjor haviiif 
red hair, or for having yellow hair, or for Saving no hair 
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at all. Even if yftu dyed your ^afr green, like Baudelaire, 
•you coulcf not satisfy fiimf 'me wolf ia^^ermined to 
make a igaeal of the lamb, and*whatevft he says about 
the lamb merely means that he is hungry. .Arguments, 
like dreSms, need an interpreted; tod if sortie Freud 
would apply himself* to the work, he would find, I 
imagine, that a suppressed wish is usually somewhard 
in the background. The great suppressed wish of the 
reactionaries is to keep the middle classes and tha 
working classes from learning the truth about the 
Labour Party. Hence the argument that the Labour 
Pasty is a Bcflshevik party will be used to the mi(jdle 
classes, and the argument that the Laboud Party is a 
boarggiis party will be used to the workers. The 
Labour Party is, of bourse, neither of these things, Ifut 
that dqgs not matter to thb reactionary controversialist. 
He is a believer in exploitation, and he is determined to 
do all in his power to obscure the faat that tlje Lat^’ur 
iarty is fi?st and forepost a party bent upom^utting 
an endmto exploitation. We hav,e now, peached a stage 
at which the quarrel between the exploiters and \he 
exploited has become the centAl issue of politics. The* 
Labour Party is obtaining Jn immense ^amount of 
middle-class support because the middle classes arg 
beginning to fii^ out at last that they, too* belong to the 
great army of the exploited—that their interests lie in 
the apggoach to Ssney form of society in which rfhew 
shall no ganger be either explbiters or explftted, but 
every man shall be at,once a worker, a burgees and a 
peer, enjoying opporttnities of a more abund^t and 
rfSier life tlfan we now dream of. Who would not 
rather be a mocfem English working-man than the mosP 
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aristoctitic chief of a heli-huntijg tribe in Bgrneo ? I 
have no doufetphat the ^al'citizen of the world which 
is going to bfe Built on the ideals of Eabour will look 
back on ourtpresent stage of civilisation with as little 
envy as Ve, for our part, feel ivhen we read of the 
noblest and most exclusive families in Borneo. He will 
certainly not envy the working-man of the pfesent day; 
heVilJ not envy even the Dtke of Westminster or Sir 
Thomas Lipton. He will sec that we alljiv^d in a grimy 
world which from his point of view was not fit to live in. 
He will, no doubt, Ijave his own quarrel with circum- 
stanfcs and dream of a still better society than he kas 
yet attainedr But a candidate at an election in the year 
2918 A.D. who proposed to go back to the merry Eeglatid 
oRhe twentieth century would, I am confident, not get 
twenty votes even in Belgravia. • 

One thing that has attracted many middle-class men 
an! womsn to Ldbour, then, is the knowledge that a 
new orB^r of society is coming,iand the belief that ifa 
can. only conte. peacefully if Labour assumes the 
responsibilities of practical politics. The new world 
Can be built stably only by those who.desire a new 
world. Thpse who in Aeir hearts prefer the present 
order are bound to make a bad job of building some¬ 
thing b^ter. lit is as impossible to built?a new order of 
society in a grudging spirit as it would be to,write 
liamkl in a grudging spirij. L can understand the 
point of ^lew of the man who says “ Might*rs right,” 
“ The Pevil take the hindmost/’ and frankly accepts 
^11 the%other pithy and proverbPal statements of what 
we have come to regard as the Prussian gospel of dbBT- 
Petition. But I cannot understand the point Sf view 
10, 
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* # * 

of those *vho really vant ai^etter world, but* would 
■prefer that it should be'buHj by prolfcetrs and the 
friends df profiteers. And some of those trho are now 
offering.to reconstruct the worl^ would cnt as droll a 
figure as the most portly profiteer, should th^ be per¬ 
manently entrusted with the work of building the new 
society, 'fhere is Lord Chaplin, for instance. Ohe 
does not blame him : he*has not the imagination *tci 
conceive th* kind of world of which men are no\f 
dreaming, any more than he has the imagination to 
paint the Sistine Madonna. Lord Birkenhead— 
fraTikly, wou\d one trust Lord Birkenhead to^ re¬ 
construct a hen-house ? And if one climbs a little 
hi|herand considerj the leaders, is not Mr. Bonar Law 
a man much more likely do his best to save us from 
the'new world than to help us to arrive there He has 
never uttered a syllable to suggest that he has renounced 
the gospe^of inverted Bolshevism ft) whiclfhe clung 
•with such passionate Stupidity on the eve of/tne war. 
He is Simply a conspirator of violence )Jho lay low^ for 
the duration of the war ; as S guide to Utopia, he is like 
a man who knows neither thd direction, the distance? 
nor the language of the port fo which he invites us to 
travel under his captaincy. He has neither compass nor 
helm. One might is well go to sea in a bowlivith the 
wise men of Gbt^am as begin the voyage to the country 
of go^ hope undSr such a leader. Nor has Mr Alo^ 
George sliown himself a whit more clear as to the 
destination to which he would fain guidp us. He has^n 
bgard a magpificegt fftight of vague phrases, ncrdoubt, 
but as to whetljer they mean that he is in sympathy with 

Presidfnt Wilson or with Sir Edward Carson, with dukb 

- • « . 
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or witlf docker, no ma#j»probal}ly not even Jiimself— 
knoweth. Nofto know ^eA you are going, indeed, is’ 
apparently tlfc ibid test whether you art fit to belong to 
the£oalitiork Government. One must not be vjnfair to 
the Coalition, however. I have no doubt whatever that 
the Coalifion is doing its best to'go full steam ahead. 
But I am equally convinced that it is also doing its best 
to “go full speed astern. The result will either be a 
standstill or that something will give way in/he machin¬ 
ery. One would not take a ticket even to Margate on so 
crazily-run a craft. ,Nothing but exasperation, frustra- 
tion^nd disgust can come of it. We can* as has been 
said, only achieve a better world in association with men 
who desire a better world with all their hearts. ^ tfill 
be'no easy achievement, and all the intelligence, all the 
good-will, and all the energy of men and womenrfvilhbe 
needed even to accomplish the first stage of the journey 
wifljout disaster. For the middle classes to hpsitate and 
to leave't^e direction of the future to the passions of retW 
reactionaries oft tfae oge hand and red revolutisnaries 
on the other can result in nothing but bringing ruin 
both on themselves and'on their country. Labour in 
politics meaps safety. If only the doctors and farmers 
and shopkeepers and clerks and civil servants and pro¬ 
fessional, classes generally realised this, fhere would be 
few men and women outside the ranljs x)f the Labour 
Ptrt5i.rvcept those who frank|v ba'ieVfe in profiteering. 

Surely,^io sane man can look at the positioiicf affairs 
irf'T.urope generally and in these islands without realis¬ 
ing that great changes are coming. Jhe only question 
IS whether we can bring them about peaceably aiS 
jtistly, or whether they will be left to work theifiselves 
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out in a ipuddle of bitjemess*^ violence. Odt of an 
■age of peace we have auddei^ found tginelves in an 
age of violence, 3 nd only the relying of ^hff wisdpm and 
generosity of every class among the citizens can save us 
from the spread of the sinister doctrii^e that all Questions 
are capable of violeitt solutions. The middle classes 
stand to loSe as much as any other class—if not more— 
by the spread of the spirit of violence and class w^r^ 
They are a c^ass^whose interests will always be sacrificed 
by the profiteers. They have in matters of taxation 
invariably been sacrificed to the jpterests of the very 
rich. They, 5 s much as anyone else, suffered during.the 
war in order to make up the excess profits*of the very 
few. ,And they have as little to gain from violent 
revolution as from‘greedy reaction. They and their 
childreo can be sure of a Tair chance in the world only 
in a society at once (if it is not paradoxical to suggest 
such a thijg) stable and progressive.* I can undersiand 
# member of the middle classes not overburdenid with 
idealism or even disinterestedne|s saying that he would 
prefer a world in which things would remain as they are. 
But there is no more chance ofthings remaining as they 
are than there is of the man in^he moon appearing next 
week on the stage of the Empire Theatre. Hence the 
middle-class nfkn will 8o well to become a rejlist and 
to asl; himself how he and his children and other men’s 
child^ are likei^o feather happily the greaUlhangas 
that are «8ming. They canno't 3 o it in an amiosphe^ 
charged with suspicious malignity and cant. The g|At 
question of how hutiftn beings can live cheerfurHy and 
p?aceably together in an equal world cannot be solved 
withoiA an immense effort of good-will. And good-wiH 
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will h»ve to be constSuf, not merel/ hand-to-mouth 
good-will. iTJ»e co-operkiot» of the mind of the middle- 
classes and tJie*mind of the working classes in bringing 
abqut a better world is possible only if good-will is 
made tht first prihciple of publjc life. I do not mean 
good-wilf at twenty per cent. The profiteer who with¬ 
out giving up his profiteering calls on the working 
classes for his ration of good-will will, I am afraid, be 
jsent away empty. On the other hand, there is not a 
single question either in these islands or in the world 
at large—the question of the League of Nations, dis- 
arrnament, the levy on capital, equality of opportunity, 
Ireland, the nationalisation of mines and railways— 
which with a steady flow of genuine good-will fannot 
bi! settled as easily as a difference of opinion in an 
ordinary good-natured family. Well, good-will is.jiot 
Mr. Lloyd George’s strong point. Nor is it Mr. Bonar 
Lk^^s. l^or is itiSir Edward Carson’s. The Coalition 
is a paNy of the irritable and the irritating. It is a partj^ 
destined' to oorj/usiotj^ as surely as the triumphant- 
seetaing host that followec) Lars Porsena of Clusium on 
,his futile march to Romif. The middle classes can only 
support it in peril of breaking down the bridge that 
ynites them in interest with the workers. That is why 
they should “make haste to throw in' their lot with 
Labour. Tbe programme of Labour is a programme of 
and international peace^ai^ good-will which 
ought tc^jnite all gobd'citizens in the task'tjf clearing 
S>tf^waj,tow'ards a new world tha^will justify the ringing 
of bel^f. 





Ill 

The Threatened Gentleman 

M PADEREWSKI was reported sometime ago 
to have said that the Solshevik revolution 
. was a “ war against the tcwthbrush.” 
Wljpther the phrase is or is not applicable to what is 
going on in Eastern Europe I do not propose to discuss. 
It i^a phrase worth noting, however, for it represents the 
fears of *a great many people with regard to the tendencies 
of democracy, not only in Russia, but aV over th| civilised 
world. Al?the graces of life—manners, cleanlimfts, the 
arts—sgem to the old-fashioned to be /hreal^ned by 
change. It is not possible, ^ccofding to this view, for 
everybody to be a gentlemaf^. It is all-important,, 
therefore, they hold, to presenj; the ring of gentlemen 
that already exists. Their imaginations cin conceiv^ 
no alternative t» a lipnitad club of gentlemen such as we 
have at presenj save having no gentlemen at*all. If 
Socialists had thfij; way, they think, there would bg 
no gerifle^n at all. ^ociMisnT appears to th<n'"ff be 
largely an attempt to drag down the gentleman. E«^ 
Liberalism, when it c(*imits itself to a tfny tax o^ffid, 
is tejiresented as aiming a blow at men of birtli and' 
breeding and Ailing them from their estates. Thei 
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finance of democracy, are tpld, will not.only dnve 
capital out*o8the county*/; ft will drive civilisation out 
of the,couilfty! It will give us a land wheit the un¬ 
washed acaumulate and gentility decays. Pne can 
apprecilte the olcf-fastiioned point of view. One may 
not agree with it, but who is' able to contemplate 
without a mild sentiment of regret the disappearance 
,of even the most cumbersdlne dynasty or aristocracy ? 
'Who has not found himself sentimentally/>n the side of 
Hereward the Wake, of the Stuarts, of the French 
Emigres, of the Mejhicans, of the slave-holders of the 
Southern States ? Who is not loyal in h*s imagination 
to the vanished races rather than to those that both 
succeed them and succeed ? • *' 

' We instinctively feel that the race owes something to 
those who represented a lo'ng inheritance of /tourtesy 
and .ease and high living. It would be easy to write a 
doctrinafre histdly in which every aristqcrat would 
appear,|not as the flower of human society, but as • 
tentacled parSske.. But I, for one, cannot ac^pt the 
parasitic view of history. ^Tarasitism is not the leading 
' fact in history any mors than it is in botany. I do not 
deny that ^here has beeS an all but continuous tradition 
of parasitism in history, and that a class that may be 
useful jn one century may become‘parasitic in the next. 
But it is conceivable that even tjie' most absolute 
wer“"'hies and the most tyraniodfe aristocracies have 
played l^ecessary part m the evolution of so'ftety. One 
^nnc*. read Sir James Frazer -without understanding 
^ something of the great part th^ institution of kingship 
played in raising men from the dulness,o/ animals to the 
‘daring of individuals. Sintilarly the institifcions of 
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property and even of jslaver)^^ \iihatever view iit may 
take of their place in the pJes^t world, fUd St one stage 
in the ewlution* of society enable the’hiftnan <ace to 
take a great step upward. It was not possible at eatfier 
stages in human history for alf men to have’ leisure. 
Man was still ignoraift, incapable of organisation, as we 
now interpret the word, a slave rather than a master'of 
the forces of Nature. We are still, heaven knows^ 
ignorant enq/jghj and we have only reached the letter^ 
G in the alphabet of organisation, and Nature over¬ 
throws even the most cunning of iis in the end. But 
even a modefn Bachelor of Arts knows a great deal 
that Aristotle did not know j and every time we put a 
match, to a cigarette or speak over the telephone we 
reveal ourselves as ’the conquerors of Nature to an 
extent to which Alexander the Great never was. IJence 
it is reasonable to believe that the existence of a privi¬ 
leged class may at one time have been fiecessar^iij order 
help a poor and ignorant world to rise slowjy out of 
its poverty and ignorance. Therg are soifte people wjio 
decry the Athens of PericleS because its greatness was 
founded on slavery. This kind of censoriousness seems 
to me absurd. It may be doiibted whether at that 
period of history the world could have produced aif 
Athens without thff slavery that was tne necessary 
counteipart of civilised leisure. All men are born free, 
said thfc rosy idealfst% of the eighteenth centm^jin^h? 
would be nearer the truth to say that all men fre born 
slaves. The gentleman is simply the^man 
become free. At &st%nen became free only in'mall 
nuAbers. AsTmowledge and civilisation increased, the 
possibilities of freedom •increased also. But they had' 
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not by* the time of PerySles increased to sujh a point 
that it was f olftble for al['’the*world to be free. In order 
that Athens'might be free, it was probably cecessary 
th^t some men should be slaves. We have now,got well 
beyond tjiat point in social evolution where slavery is 
either justifiable or necessary. We tell ourselves even 
that, if we were offered freedom at the ‘p'rice of the 
■slavery of our fellow-creatiAes, our moral sense would 
"spurn the gift. Let us not be self-rightews, however, 
at the expense of the ancestors of European civilisation. 
We, too, live in a wsrld in which we easily find excuses 
for exploiting our fellows. It is not many years since 
a Cabinet Minister defended child-labour as the essen¬ 
tial basis of one of our great industries. Ther,mSral 
sense, as well as the economic sense, of Europeans has 
begun to rebel against a doctrine so frightful. ,3ut’it is 
npt'long since the moral sense of quite good men 
aceepted it without feeling in the least uncpmfortable. 

Whether we like it or not, the gentleman of the past 
mjast always ‘be seen against a background i» which 
slaves or impoverished jabourers or children in bondage 
are frequent figures. • It may be open to question 
whether hn has actually added to the miseries of his 
fellow-creatqres; it is undeniable that he has flourished 
at their expense. Had he not come into existence, it is 
possible that we might never have clambered ahpve the 
TOftllitconditions of Australian labbrigines. \Ye might 
.have shared an equality of misery without aohieving an 
ei^tafky of freedom. The genfleman has come down 
through history, not merely dhnejing other people’s 
lands and bodies and goods and labour, but contributing 
the arts and learning and the graces of life as an inheri- 
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tance to t^e world at large. Itjany people will hold that 
he has been dear at the pnce.\But to tjfc tTiis view too 
bitterly is to quarrel with Providence. ^Ve itiust be 
wary, oji the other hand, in aiy ipjerprefatio^n of*the 
will of Providence. Social conditions that anay have 
been providential two or three thousand years ago may 
be a sin agSinst the light to-day. The ancient wojld 
may not have possessed material resources sufficient xo 
give every man, the leisure to become a gentleman.* 
Science, if we make a communal use of it, can provide 
us with those resources to-day. We are always talking 
about labour-saving machinery, but we have not yet 
fully realised that the proper definition of “ labour- 
sa^g ” is “ leisqre-giving." The discovery ^f 
machinery, reasonably applied, is simply the discovery 
of Icisute ; and the discovery of leisure is the discovery 
of gentlemen. I do not say that leisure of itself makes 
a gentlem^, or even that a gentleman may fiokbtfin 
some circumstances a harder worker than a nawy. But 
he is rfbne the less the product of^ moft ir less leisuttd 
class and of the tastes of a Ifisqred class. The intellec¬ 
tual, social, and domestic atmosphere in which he lives" 
is the result of a long tradition 8f leisure. Brom a very 
early time the goor have instinctively fel^ that the day 
would come when eVery man would be able to ^laim a 
part in that traditjpn. If the patrician was a necessary 
figure i,% the evolutiftn sf sqpietji. sp was the discjs.i-dWfiH 
plebs. Sitertacus as well as the slave-master has helped, 
to civilise us. Gloriaus as the gentleman wa^vSe 
protest against thj geJtleman was still more glorious., 
For it sprang fjom the feeling, however unconscious,^ 
not thaf there were too ftijny gentleman, but that there 
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»ot on gentiljfy, but on 
life of a gentleman, it 
day be madeipossible 
for'everjtbody. And that, as has been pointeij out, is 
the visioned the desire that are the real cause of Labour 
unrest to-day. The rich need not Re afraid that the poor 
ari going to take away their toothbrushes.* * The poor 
may not yet have learned thi-value of toothbrushes, but 
“ihey have learned to long for that leisured sort of world 
which leads to the use of toothbrushes. Not that the 
general extension o£, leisure is going to precipitate the 
world all at once as by a miracle into the Golden Age. 
Leisure merely gives opportunities. You have only to 
m^ke a twenty-four hours’ tour of the West End’of 
London to see that half the leisured classes to-day do 
not eyen take the trouble to civilise themselves. The 
theatres are crowded, but compare the plays with the 
plays pen went to see in the days of Pericle^ and in the 
days of Jilizabeth. One would imagine that the world 
had reverted to barb^dsm. Here is a world inr which 
the average gentleman ne\fer reads a poem, but lives in 
a dull house, amuses himself at an idiot theatre, takes 
his opinions from a ‘‘■give-’em-hell ” Press, and has 
less dignity of intellect and manners than a Tolstoyan 
peasant. Were it not that one knew tha't in their private 
lives most of these people are devofed to their,wives, 
ht-»osic,children, or son;iebody of other, there \)(ould be 
cause for the gloomiest reflections on the present con- 
ai^jpMfof humanity. It is not nwrely that the poor have 
notsdcceeded in becoming geihlemen ; it is that the 
gentlemen have not succeeded in becoming gentlemen. 
They have not the tastes or the education or the manners 
zo 
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of gentleiften. I'hey a're sentries and a^taries behind 
the Knights ofrthe Round Table. have been in¬ 
clined during the last few years to take |n optimjstic 
view orthe white man^of the twentifth centur)-. There 
is good reason for this optimism, provided it*is not un¬ 
critical and. self-satisfied. We have the right to tbe 
optimistic, however, only if we realise that we are nearer 
the bottom than the top of the ladder of civilisation. 
The plain fact iJ that we are not yet a world of gentle¬ 
men, and that in order to become so we shall have to 
provide ourselves with something more than tooth¬ 
brushes. It is possible for the rich man a» well as the 
Bqjshevik to betray civilisation. Contempt of the 
intellSct, contempt ef courtesy, contempt of the sodal 
sense—these are even mc#e ruinous than contempt of 
soap arid dentifrice. We are betrayed by what iS false 
within. We need not only the science to* proddce 
wealth, and the philosophy to distribute it, but fhe art 
to us^it. We have acquired the first, tp sonlt extent, 
but we are still stammering, oveJ our infant lesson? in 
the second and the third. Thff conception of the world, 
as a community of equal and,educated gentlemen is 
only beginning to dawn upon us outside fantSstic fictiot* 
It is the only conceqfioB by which redder Sort of revolu¬ 
tion can’be finally defeated. 



IV 

"The Working Man and his Sense of Duty 

I READ not long' ago a letter from a tjorrespondent 
who, though in general sympathy with the claims 
of Labour, is apparently afraid lest some working 
mjn may make it one of their chief aims to do aS little 
work as possible. He does pot resent the prospect of a 
short working day, but he resents the prospect of a 
lazv Wrking day. He believes that many working men 
are preoccupied with the sense of their rights to such a 
point as''to give no thought to their duties. They take 
no' pleasure in tbeir '.7ork save in drawing their pay. 
^They are, in the slang phrase of the moment, slackers, 
giving their services as^^rudgingly as Caliban. If they 
have a sens£ of duty at all, it is only a vague sense of the 
duty of rebellion against those who ,"eem to have a 
better time than themselves. But probably when they 
scamp their work they have not ev^n this mildly moral 
ehd iftv'dew. They arc simply self-indulgent, lazy; 
':more eager to take things easily than to make things well. 
TSJf'ethics are to be found in jhe choruses of music- 
■ hall songs, not in psalms and hymns, of the consecrated 
.life. 

I have never believed in basing the argument for a 
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new sociqj order on tjje vieT^^tVt the workingman is 
perfect already. If he wefe, tfcere woul(!*b^no need for 
any sort»of worfd but the present. Th*e ftiief object of 
society's to produce as many noble human beings as 
possible ; and if all the workers were noble we might 
reasonably conclude* that we had already arrived at 
Utopia, fience indictments of the working classes need 
not depress us unduly. > hold that the present sofial 
order has a^leb^ing influence on men and women in all 
classes ; and it is as important that this startling truth 
should be known in regard to th^ workers as in regard 
to»the landlSrds, capitalists, lawyers, clergy, and shop¬ 
keepers. We are all victims of an entirel/unnecessary 
sflinsmage for the means of existence. We live in a 
state of rivalry anS war in which man is embittered 
agains^man and class is alienated from class. We know 
how much in our private lives we are dependent for 
happines^ on friendship ; but we Save nevtr ^lliiwed 
the spirit of friendship to transform our economic 
relattbnships. Friendshin maljps mensjqual. But we 
live in a world of inequalities as enemies. A nation is a 
friendship, someone said during the war. I fear he was 
an optimist. A nation will only bccome,a friendship 
when it is no longer regarded as decent for a numberof 
rich citizens to coflspife to possess themselves^f all the 
keys, of the people’s wealth—electric power stations, 
Goveyiment-builf factories, Jtramways, railwavs,tfijps, 
and land. While this spirit of p'ossessiveness is not onb' 
endured, but even glariW, by statesmen and cleaguaen, 
(j^n we wonder thaP the gospel of tl?e easy-goiiig life 
should becorqf popular ? The gospel of the easy-goiifg 
life if merely the eosflel of getting as much as possible 
23 
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lot as little as possible, 'And wh?t is that but.the gospel 
0 / competihoif—the gosj^jl that triumphed in the nine¬ 
teenth eentufy/and is still defended by manypillars of 
the State ? > ^ , 

Not that the vices 0 / the poor can all be attributed to 
the competitive system. Human'beings are born im- 
petfect, and even under the best imaginabtte system the 
,Devil—or whatever it is thA tempts men—will still go 
•about like a roaring lion. The struggle between good 
and evil that goes on in the human breast is an inter¬ 
minable condition of,the kind of existence we possess on 
this planet. Even the saints and the sages cannot free 
themselves 7rom it. Sir Thomas Browne complained 
that he grew worse, rather than better, as he grew older. 
Cfement of Alexandria conceived a plane of virtue so 
exalted that the virtuous mafi should be sinless ^even in 
his dreams. But few men get within sight of this 
extfengf iirtue. \Ve live within a little circ|f, and the 
centre of the circle is a large black spot called ego. Here 
is the origin of our grgeds, our lusts, our lazine^, our 
fears. When we see a^working man who is idle or 
■drunken or greedy, we may well pause to ask ourselves 
whether hejis so in virtue (as we say) of his being a 
working man, or in virtue of his being a human being 
like our?elves. Has he any vices peculiar to his class ? 
Is his moral code different from that qf tiie aristocrat or 
ths^rgess 1 In nine casps oq,t ofiteh, his imperfections 
■ will be found to be not class imperfections, btt human 
imifrtifections. There are, I know,, certain virtues which 
are cbmmonly regarded as peculiarly aristocratic. 
think of the military virtues especially as such—the keen 
Sense of honour, coolness and endurance in the plesence 
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of danger., People tell jis lhat*tfig aristocrat is Iftought 
up to behave well in an efiier^ncy in a^a^ in which 
the poor man is not, and they argue tha't the fiwt-class 
passeng^ is less subject to panic than the steerage 
passenger when a ship k going down, and that^the West 
End of London showe*d fewer signs of nerves in an air¬ 
raid than tlie East End. Every generahsation of tWs 
kind, however, can be acce^tted only with the greateSt, 
caution. Th* waj showed us men of all classes perform- • 
ing amazing feats of valour—^the sailor bom in a slum, 
the engineer turned airman, the peasant turned soldier, 
no less than 'the peer’s son or the millionaire. The 
habit of self-control, no doubt, is commoner in those 
classes in which boys have been nurtured in a school of 
self-command and honour. But it is all a matter of 
degree. ,No class was callefi on in vain for a demonstra¬ 
tion of the virtues. Human beings as a whole gave the 
lie to the njaligner and the pessimist. * 

Those who censure the working classes, however, 
omit A a rule from their cenaure working Rien v^o fight. 
It is only working men who wjirk, apparently, that fall 
short. The working man, it is said, does not throw him¬ 
self into his work as his father tmd his grandfather did. 
He does not put his back into the day’s job, but goes in 
for a policy of “ ca’ (?anify.” There is no kmd oLworker 
who, io the estim^ion of critics, is so superlative a type 
of the upw vices as%t dopiesyc servant. There vtaw 
time, we«re told, when domestic servants worked as 
though work were the^chief end of life, and took Acre 
pride in cooking, dud!ing, and polishing than in hats 
ann high-heeled shoes. They worked in the spirit of 
retaineA. They were* obedient, thorough, dutiful.' 



The Passion of Labour 

They 'regarded a miafre^iia not aa a task-misvess, out as 
the head of •a househoiti of which it was their good 
fortune to be members. No doubt the picttire of the 
old-time servant is painted in ideal colours; hut there 
can be po denying that discontent has come into the 
kitchen, and cooks and housemaids “ are not what they 
uSed to be.” The desire for freedom has not only given 
tnem a keener love of leisure ; it has also done some¬ 
thing to take the place of the earlier Ipve ef good work. 
It is no use pretending that this is altogether a good 
thing; but neither is it any use pretending that the 
devotion to “ duty ” of the old-fashionM servant was 
altogether’a good thing. It made her a perfect servant, 
perhaps, but it prevented her from becoming a^etfect 
human being. She did not live a life of her own. She 
allowed herself to be enthValled by her service as no 
human being ought to be enthralled. A disturbing 
s«nse of=her rights was needed in order to ^ee not only 
herself^ but her children and her children’s children. 

Labour in politics peith^' idealises nor apologises for 
the slovenliness of any^ human being. The restriction 
of output it defends in certain circumstances where it 
is not the,, result of indolence, but is the only way to 
■prevent sweating. Even in the latter circumstances, 
however, there is no excuse for Scamping or laziness. 
The best man in any class is he vjhcr, whatsoaver his 
kasd finds to do, does it wi,th ail his might. Jhat is a 
commonplace of morality, and the lazy hoilse-painter, 
tiA^atchwork plumber, the careless needlewoman, no 
mohe deserves a statue than theVad Ipdlord or the dis¬ 
honest grocer. At the same time, ^the standard of 
honesty among the workers Ik probably a gfeat deal 
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higher than is generally.reahseJt "We hear occasionally 
of the wickedness of the Clyde,•but if the^orlters of the 
Clyde ar^such shocking characters, how c*omes*it that 
they build those strong and spdu{ing ships ? Co 
through one industry after another and you wjll find in 
it evidence pf a far from contemptible average of honesty 
of labour. The war lowered the quality of most things, 
but before the war one’s hatS and clothes and boots were, 
manifestly ndt tha work of idlers and cheats. The theory • 
of an indolent working class will not hold water. Any¬ 
one who has mixed much with tha workers must have 
ma/velled at the extent to which the sense of duty has 
survived rather than at the extent to which* it has dis- 
ap^ated. Undoubtedly, the man who regards the 
workers as mere instruments of labour, and grudges 
them eviery moment in wlich they are not slaving to 
produce wealth for their more fortunate fellows,, will 
find even Uie most diligent gang of la1}ourer8 fazy. ife 
has so high an ideal of labour for other people that no 
man could live up to it without kjlling hiftiself. It must 
be remembered that the workejs were always denounced 
for greed and laziness when they demanded any im-* 
proveme’nt in pay or working hours. Short-sighted 
employers did got realise that greed and laziness of this 
kind actually made the men more efficient workers. 
Someone once V*5te a book called Blessed be Drudgery, 
and it may be that drtdgary has jts good side. But this 
is only Ae drudgery of the fairly comfortable home. 
The drudgery of unsJtilled labour is not an aid ta»the 
spiritual life., ^e might as reasonably call down a 
blessing on slavery. Sentiments of this kind are only 
tolerable as a reaction agjinst the tendency to claim all 
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the rights of man an(f''disown all his duties. On the 
other hand, It is difficuR. with an hoijest face to preach 
the duties of man to those who have been dieated out 
of their rights. 

What,chiefly alarms many pAiple, however, in regard 
to Labour is the fear that the worker lacks jthe sense of 
duty, not so much in private affairs as in*puhlic affairs. 

' 'fhe worker in politics, thSy think, will be less public- 
spirited than the landlord, the lawyer^ and'the business¬ 
man. I will not deny that overwork and underpay may 
narrow a man’s views on public matters. But I am 
inclined to think that in the past public spirit hSs in 
most human beings meant class spirit. The English 
land-system is simply the result of the seisflife of 
political power by the landlords. Free Trade, though 
there was also a humane impulse behind it, was largely 
the .result of the need of the bourgeoisie, which had 
bscone'powerful in politics, for cheap raiv materials. 
How little public spirit human beings have outside the 
interests of thhir class','s sho vn by the fact that Members 
of Parliament do not take the trouble to attend an im- 
■ portant debate on the future of India. The people who 
are most interested inTHesopotamia, apart from a few 
travellers, are those who are looking fo' an opportunity 
to invest money in developing its resources. We all 
long and pray for disinterestedness (ti politics, but we 
hewe only to read history to learfi how rare it has been. 
Even Burke, for all his philosophy, was pfeoccupied 
witlk-the interests of class. He-defended profiteering 
as John Bright defended adulteration and child labttur. 
We may admit that the gradual disappearance of the 
‘ worst forms of child labour is the result of disinterested 
28. 
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public spirij. But what fight J>u|jlic spirit has t(J wage 
against the interests at evei^ twn ! Ho\At Jlways has 
to comproanise ! ^There is never an eduiatton measure 
or a heaHh measure proposed that the private interests 
do not exact their three-quarters of a pound of flesh. 
On the whole, I fancy fhe worker as he achieves political 
power may trusted to show as much public spirit is 
the upper and middle class* have shown. Obviously',' 
without greatly improved education, he is as unlikely 
to produce a Mazzini as a Milton. But neither his 
congresses nor his papers suggest that he lacks interest 
in the world dutside his private interests. The eager¬ 
ness, indeed, with which he will discuss and’pass reso- 
lutit»i% on everything that happens, from Chicago to 
Thibet, suggests that his chief danger is not in being 
a self-seeker but a doctriiftire. And a doctrinaire is 
simply a public-spirited man with whose public spirit 
one does i|pt agree and who wants lo thrush iCintd 
everything. He has, like Broadbent, a sense of duty to 
Macedonia. He is so publV-spirited as t* be sin inter¬ 
nationalist. That, and not fiis ^laziness or his greed, is 
what chiefly alarms his enemies. He not only “ ca’s 
canny,” but he dreams of a newevorld. 



V 

The Importance of Working likf a Nigger 

I T has been maintained that in all ages human beings 
have hated two things more than anything else— 
workmg and fighting. Man was born lazy and 
peaceable. He only works in order to be able {tkidle. 
Me only fights in order to be able to live at peace. There 
are, it cannot be denied, men who cannot hel^ working 
an4 others who cannot help fighting. It is their genius 
o'fd^oM. Butthbrnassofmendonot share these restless 
passions. They prefer a life of modest ease. One thinks 
of the Iheratiwe of the Hery,c Age as a literature uf men 
who loved fighting for its own sake. But, when we read 
Homer, we find how mistaken a view this is. The rank 
and file of^the Greeks<iid not in the least wish to make 
war on Troy. We find them, at the first suggestion of 
a “ defpatisr ’ orator, eager to huny down fo the beach 
and embark for home. They took exactly the sapie atti¬ 
tude to war that the I^ussian ^ildier astonished some 
people by taking after the Revolution. The fiassion for 
filing for fighting’s sake is so/are that it is taken for 
granted that nb army could hold together except under 
the pressure of an iron discipline whifn flireatens penal¬ 
ties more terrifying than war itself. Tlie general dislike 
• 
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of fighting may b*e seen m the facj that soldiers always 
do their best to delude thftn^Jves with ^he^ope that 
the war oi} which "they are engaged will Be« shout war. 
Even tho^se realists who refuse to be deluded find go 
pleasure in the thought *hat the e*nd i? not in sight. If 
they “stick it,” in th6 popular phrase, they do so as 
Stoics, not 3s£picureans. They, too, would like to be 
aboard the ships that would take them back to their' 
wives, their children, and their country. The popularity 
of “ blighty ” wounds during the late war was notorious. 
Men may love victory; but they arj willing to fight for 
it only as a dtsperate necessity. The love of being a 
winner is a far more widespread passion thanpugnacity. 
Pugiwjity is only a by-product. 

As for work, does not our very religion show how wfe 
hate it ? We read in the Bible that it came into the 
world as’a punishment and a curse. Had Adam never 
sinned, he would have been a lazy anci immoral vagjl- 
bond. The Garden of Eden and Paradise are, in the 
popular imagination, the ont a green, the other a'golden, 
haven of idleness. If we praise work, then, it is not 
because we regard it as the best of all possible things in 
the best of all possible worlds. «We regard ij rather as 
an inevitable burden. It is the last resource of fallen 
man. It would^e difficult to prove that in its^f it is 
any more ennobline than indolence. Excessive labour, 
it may even be, is wutalising jn its effects in a way in 
which excassive indolence is not. There is, I am aware, 
a grave moral objection^ to indolence. But this objecfiqn 
arises not from any theory of the ideal Beauty of work 
but from the fabfthat in this world, rolling along under 
the shadow of Adam’s nurse, no man can be indolent 
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without escaping his fiihre of the general burden. He 
becomes i sMrker and f^es*at t’he expense oi' his neigh¬ 
bours., Mea,'women, and children Ifeve to go without 
a, little lujcury, perhaps even without necessaries, in 
order to support hinl in his idleness. He ofcnds the 
sense of justice which tells us that all men should con¬ 
tribute equally out of their energies to thecdmmon fund 
'of labour. We have no more right to avoid working 
than to avoid paying taxes. We may not be particularly 
enthusiastic about either work or taxes; but an en¬ 
thusiastic sense of equality may at least carry us through. 
“ Work,” said Carlyle, “ is the grand ture of all the 
maladies •and miseries that ever beset mankind." 
Frankly, I doubt it. It did not even cure Caflylc of 
indigestion. Had work been all 'that was needed, we 
should long ago have got-back into Paradise. It is 
a ihelancholy fact that work of some sorts may 
even add to the''maladies and miseries of mankind. A 
man may work hard at making pills for poisoners or 
bombs'for ararchisti,, to nr.ne only two of a misltitude 
oT reprehensible activities. One may be industrious to 
the detriment of one’s fellows no less than to their gain. 
Hence, if I join in the praise of work, it is not because I 
have faith in it as the rosy remedy of a quack-doctor of 
society. It Is because I see no'other Vfay of paying the 
unreckonable debt bequeathed to us by Adam. _ Some- 
9 pe has to pay it. It cannot be r.-psdiated by the human 
race in general without an immediate collapse into ruin. 
,4pd what the race cannot repudiate, the individual 
member of the race has no fight to repudiate. A 
Thoreau or a Stevenson affords no pltftdent for idlers. 
Each of them did his full share of the ii'ork of hts age. 



The Importance of Working like a Nigger 

I have a]ready* referred to tlle*fomplaints ontf hears 
on all sides just now that*th 4 '*worker 8 3re leasing to 
work. Iw was ilS Victorian England accepted as an 
economii; principle that every man had the aight to sell 
as little labour as possible for as much money aspossible. 
This was called competition, and was regarded as a 
divine institution by members of the middle classes wBo 
wished to be allowed to grow rich. For a long time it 
worked admirably^ for those who believed in it, for by 
some curious paradox it resulted in the working classes 
selling as much labour as possible f«r as little money as 
possible, an ditirely opposite effect to that which was 
produced in the ranks of the bourgeois manufacturers. 
Buying in the cheapest market and selling in the dearest 
was supposed to be a blessed phrase which explained to 
working-men why their wages were low, not a phrase 
that coul'd conceivably incite them to unite in the cfcjer- 
mination to make their wages high. All sorts of^deyices, 
such as the wages fund, were invented in order to per¬ 
suade them that the wages S.'' a labourer wtre lirftited by 
an iron law which did not apply to the dividends of 
manufacturers. Moralists kept assailing the economists 
and warning them that they wer* instilling a,poisonous 
doctrine into the body of society—that “ the Devil take 
the hindmost ” was n Devil’s principle. As thes world 
grew ripher, however, and the hindmost did not protest 
too muc^, the econcftnists jeenjed to have the better of 
the argument. They did not realise that the hindmost 
were sheep who were^bound ultimately to follow *he 
for^ost. If the foreSiost lived for themselves rather 
than for society^The hindmost in the end were sure to 
imitate them, ff the foremost preferred the ideal of 
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self-aggrajdisement to .the ideal of equal service, the 
hindmost mu^ in the feature of things follow suit. 
Even ifwe grant that the worst that is being #aid of the 
workers juSl now,is trqe, it means no more than that the 
economis gospel of the ninetedn.th century is bearing 
its natural fruit. If we allow the Devil to talje the hind- 
fnost without protest he will ultimately gb further and 
'take the whole of society. ' 

One thing is clear, however. “ ThejDfevil take the 
hindmost ” has now ceased to be possible as a golden 
rule for a civilised feation. The workers will only be 
content to give their work under the inspiration of 
another philosophy. Work with the object of self- 
gggrandisement can lead nowhere but to the disaeRl of 
a class war, in which each side will have nothing to 
suppprt it in the fight save a bitter passion fof profits. 
It is not that the ordinary man is not perfectly willing 
to gfr.oh working for his own self-aggrandisement, It 
is that be will not go on working for the aggrandise¬ 
ment of othSr peo^e. H'e is not a saint wflo has 
suddenly abandoned th'; doctrine of self-interest. He 
is merely an ordinary man who has discovered that the 
doctrine ofself-interesV works to the advantagd of others 
rather than himself. All he is doing ^t the moment is 
to try to twist the doctrine to his’own advantage. He 
was told that competition is good, apd’he has begun to 
cfempete for as big a, share as pBssible of the wealth of 
the world. His masters, terrified by the Sufficiently 
terrific spectacle, preach to him about the good of 
society. But they do not as a rule practise what they 
preach. The history of the Excess Profits Tax, when it 
is fully told, with its record qf captains of indusfty doing 
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everything in their power to jvrttiholcl ^r lessen tneir 
contributions to^he State wh#n it stoo^in mortal need 
of them,^ill throw a light on human pature hardly less 
disturbiag than the fourth bool^ of ^ullivtr’s Travels. 
Workmen have been (aVight by example, though not by 
precept, thpt any man who can has a right to prey uppn 
society. They are not taught by example that we are all 
members of society, owing fb it an equal debt and claim-' 
ing from it et}ual tights in return. In the result, popular' 
ideas both of the duties of man and of the rights of man 
have got hopelessly muddled. Work is withheld— 
where it is withheld upon no large prineigle—simply 
because the gospel of greed, of which the gospel of lazi- 
nelssi* a branch, ha^at last become general. • 

How, then, can we set the world to work again ? It 
can be i^pne only either-by^he dread of starvation pr by 
the acceptance of a new principle as th^basis of jpdusti^, 
Man will \\prk happily if he has an assurance that*he is 
serving himself and his ^ellows^ he will qpt work 
happily if he suspects that he is mainly serving a self- 
seeking master. He is not a Utopian who demands the 
establishment of a new heaven andanew earth to-morrow. 
He only Wishes to be able to feel*that his wotk is a con¬ 
tribution to somjthing better than an employer’s balance 
at the bank. Work is a means of escape from tht ills of 
starvation, ignotagee, dirt, and general helplessness. 
It becomes nobler wh#n it is*doge for the purpose Of 
enabling dthers to escape from these ills. The common¬ 
places of morality telUus all this. Preachers have told 
us for ages thaMhe work of a crossing-sweeper done 
from a generou% motive is as noble as the work of a 
Prime Minister. Only it,we get back the idea of the 
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nobility oft wqrk into' the gpneral mind cas we ever 
persuade mep again to \tt)rk as devote^lly as they used 
to do. They will never work such long hotfts again. 
Alt the more important will it be for them—I should 
say for us—to work still more intensely at such work as 
ou,r hands find to do. For the moment, many people 
are rebellious against every task that falls' to them. A 
certain sort of domestic servant, with slovenly ways 
and none of the old semi-servile pride in the results of 
her work, has been taken as a type of much of the 
degraded labour of'the present time. It may be that 
the disappfarance of the old family dependent, who 
asked no better reward than praise for a well-cooked pie 
OB a spotless house, is a desirable ^.hing. I think It is. 
Freedom is better than good cookery. But how miser¬ 
able is the race of men if we can find no way of making 
freedom, consistent with good cookery! Freedom 
means something more than a slut in the kitchen and a 
sloven ip the factory.^ Perhaps it means the abolition of 
the private kitchen tltogether and of the privately- 
owned factory. Certainly, society must be so organised 
that we can fairly ask every man and woman to perform 
a hard and' competent' day’s work. It is obvious that 
we must all speed up ” and undertake the burden of 
work with new energy if civilisation is to get to its feet 
again and march forward. This ^sterns to me to be 
scarcely possible unless‘the"social motive comes into 
play and to some extent balances the selfish motive in 
industry. The spirit of fellowslpp, which is praised in 
war, is equally indispensable in peace. .JVithout it, what 
reason is there for not slackingj shirking, or indulging in 
any other of the, various forms of industrial egotism ? 



VI 


Men are Always Right 

I ALWAYS feel in strikes,” says Rupert Brooke 
in on» of his letters, “ that ‘ the men are always 
right,’ as a man says in Clayhanger.t Of course, 
the^goor are always right against the rich, though often 
enough the men aft in the wrong over some point’of 
the moment {it’s not to, be wondered at).” Rupert 
Brooked was much quoted in comfortable circles during 
the war. During the war a man was ftgarded »s “.right- 
thinking * if he was against the Germans. Since the 
war came to an end, hcftrever, «t is not eas; to get a 
certificate for being “ right-tHlnking ” unless onS is 
hostile, not only to the Germans, but to the working 
classes., Had Rupert Brooke survived and^given utter¬ 
ance to the sentence I have quoted, those who praised 
him as a patrfot would quickly have turned,and de¬ 
nounced him as a Bolshevik. It is, as Browning put it 
in the title of ofit ^ his most famous poems. The 
Patriot, • an old story.” "The lift of a patriot is a short 
one. It is “ rosea, roses all the way ” for a brief interval, 
but the roses have hlrdly had time to wither before we 
find that the patriot was a working-man in disguise, oP 
a friewl of theVorking.man. A patriot may be defined 
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as a man in khaki—gfAerably a dead one^ He is a 
person whb isftot only lo^al<o his country, but loyal to 
US. Ne soandr does he change out 6f khakj into the 
uniform of ? railway-porter than he is.transformed into 
an outcast. Society tiirns on him with a turkey-cock’s 
gobbling rage, and speaks of him'as though he were a 
Han or a traitor. And those who sugg^st'that there 
,ftiay be something to be srid for him are denounced 
, with the same fatuous fury of hostility. Rupert Brooke’s 
love of England would not have saved him from the 
accusation of beings,an enemy of England. He said, 
“ The men are always right,” and, though he said it 
with the neservations that any man of philosophic 
temper must make, he thereby wrote himself dot^ the 
efiemy of all those whose golden Vule it is that “ the 
masters are always right.” I am ready to admit that 
neither proposition is philosophically defensible. If 1 
had '\o choose, hbwever, between the one proposition 
and the other, 1 confess to a preference for the gospel 
according to Rupert Srooke^'and Clayhanger. In any 
gi^en strike, the victoi^ of the men would mean better 
/ood and a better chance for the children of the rising 
generation, while the victory of the masters would mean 
worse food and a worse chance for the children of the 
rising generafion. It seems tO ‘me<tha*t in a strike all 
other issues but this are but the specious pretexts of 
muddled men at war. , 

If the average lead6r-writer had realised this at the 
beginning of the great railway strike, he would surely 
have hesitated before inciting the if.iddle-classes of E^- 
‘land to declare a class-war against the'ivorkers. T^e 
greater part of the London Press, instead of pausing 
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before conjmittiSg the countrj*tfi^a policy of As»8ter— 
instead even of acting on the cautious aftunfption that 
the men ifay sonfetimes be rigtt—took ifpihe (Jiallenge 
of the r^ilwaymen with a flush of rapture a^ though the 
war frenzy had brokem out again. ‘The conflict was 
announced to be “ oife of life and death.” ‘‘*Like the 
war with Gerpiany,” said the Times ," it must be a fight 
to a finish.” Those who»would serve as volunteer^ 
against theNstrike were assured that they would be 
“ serving the State and the nation as truly as our soldiers 
did in the trenches.” They were.even told that they 
would be “ working for the same cause—for the cause 
of ordered and democratic freedom.” All She artillery 
of <wj^-time cliches was brought into action in order to 
persuade the upper‘and middle classes that the battle 
against the railwaymen was but a logical continuation 
of the Bkttle of Ypres. The railwaymen were crSdited 
with exhibiting, one after another, t!ie charattei^stlcs 
of the savage Hun. The middle-classes were told that 
they were “ defending theTnaelves^now, ac then, against 
an attack inspired by greedy ilnbition, and lust ‘of 
power." “ All the evidence goes to show,” continued, 
the writer in the Times, “ that^hey have grasped the 
essential character of the present conflict, as they 
grasped that of*th& war, and are meeting it ligith the 
same undismayed and indignant resolution.” Sub¬ 
editors resurrectedapiyopriat^ war-time cross-headings, 
such as » A Determination to * Sec It Through.’ ” 
Reporters, describing the attitude of the public, in¬ 
formed us that “ ther#was something in*their behaviour 
which recalled*lhe way they met the greater war; a 
setting «f the slfoulders indicatiffe of a determination to 
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see Itnhi^ugh.” Tli* l«ndoner, in so as he was 
hostile to the Strike—an(i it Vas only in so far as he was 
hostile to tlte strike that he got into the papers—was 
held up t(» himself as a sort of war-time hero who 
“ turned, hardships mto pleasing adventures,” and 
“ bestowed sympathy and help on the weak and old ": 

At the same time, s(imething indefinable in his 
nanner left no misgiving on his attitudff toward the 
judden strike. He was setting his teeth against it; 
so that, w'here his amiability was most brightly 
manifested, one 'recalled Mr. Kipling’s advice, for 
all whom it may concern, to beware of our countrymen 
when th6y grow polite. 

r 

or 

As for the railwaymen, like the enemy in war, they were 
immediately found guilty sf a number of atrocities. 
Both‘in the news columns and in leading articfes atten- 
tiAn fvad'called to their “ callous behaviour ” in carrying 
out their threat to bring the trains to a standstill at mid¬ 
night and driving “ eomfortably home in motor-fcars,” 
while the passengers‘"were left stranded on the line. 
.Strange that no reporter could rise to the occasion and 
describe thpm as jeerivg at their victims. Worse than 
this, “ in London the railway horses jiad been left to 
look after themselves.” “ Theft i?no need,” we were 
told, “ to emphasize the cruelty of such a decision.” 
There was no evidence that a^singl«?fiorse had Ijeen left 
without food or drink ; and, indeed, when* the men 
turned up and offered to feed the horses, one great 
railway compaih^ warned them off as trespassers, ^ut 
"it is necessary that one’s enemy shouldTie an atrocious 
person. And so the story of cruelty to*horses Was sent 
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forth as hr^-iate'propaganda a^af^t the strike^. •“ The 
only effect of these and thtflikj*incidentsf ’ as the Times 
said, “ ia«to fan Ihe flSme of public resSnSment, which 
appears,to be burning strongly and steadily in jll 
quarters.” Yes, to those who aft arAious to “ fan the 
flame,” stories of this kind are as serviceable as the tale 
of the mutilated Belgian child. Some of us, however, 
are not particularly anxious to see a great civilisation 
going up i^ a bonfire. One would have thought that 
any sane man would realise that the great need of the 
hour was not a horde of incendiasies, but the humane 
interposition cf the fire brigade. 

Once let us believe, however, that stribers are the 
suti^sors of the Germans in a war for world-power or 
downfall, and no steps that can be taken against thefn 
will seem excessive. If inssuch circumstances the mob 
does nof begin a campaign of hysterical violence against 
the strikers, as it did against the “ afiens ” ddring (he 
“ greater war,” it will not be the fault of the capitalist 
Preset The Times, which has for three generations 
denounced boycotting in Ire^fintl as one of the most 
odious of crimes, would apparently regard it as a virtuq 
if directed against workers, "^he public, .it told us, 
“ have a most powerful weapon in their own hands, and 
are beginning to use it* spontaneously. In somj places 
they are bringing their resentment directly to bear on 
the strikers, and ihfiesing tq have any dealings with 
them.” Soldiers and sailors were’indirectly encouraged 
to take still more drastic steps than a semi-pacific boy- 
cojf. A Times repo^er, describing a tailway journey 
under strike coffditions from Grantham to King’s Cross, 
related*grimly: 
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Tlh^eneral feelifl/ seemed to be’that jf the strike 
could Be rtn so tliaf it -would affect men only there 
woulfl hayetbeen no ^reat cause fftr comnlaint, but 
that by making women and children suffer the strikers 
"were hilting “below the belt.” The ffieling of 
Service men was shown by an incident at one of our 
stopping places. Three sailors, walking along the 
platform, came across a picket, easily* distinguished 
by the rosettes they vfiK wearing. The sailors, 
apparently, were quite unfamiliar with it! significance 
for one of them called out, “ Say, mate, can you tell 
me where we cap get a wash and something to eat ? 
This blooming line has broken down.” “ That is 
your loqk-out, not ours,” was the reply. The sailor, 
still trying to be friendly, pointing to the rosqtte, 
inquired, “ What is that Are'you going to fVed- 
ding ? ” He was informed that it signified that he 
was a picket appointed by Hhe railway strikers, “ Oh,” 
said the sailor, “ Let me tell you that there are 400 
ofimj' mates aboard this train, and whep they have 
had a bit to eat, God help you if any of those rosettes 
are seen.” tl do nht know'what effect his words had, 
'but I saw no more pickets that night. 

If this be not a crosa^between a very choice.brand of 
cant and a covert incitement to violence, I do not know 
where jt is {0 be found in a r6|5utable newspaper. It 
looks as though some journalists had actually acquired 
a taste for the cheap pjose o4 hafe that passed for 
patriotism in war-timk « 

Journalists apparently failed to remember that the 
railwaymen we>e not foreigners, 4 .ut their countrynjen. 
Practically everything that one read iff the Press was 

written on the assumption that the strikers were not 
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only inspirejl by foreigners, but^v(jre a partici^rly vile 
race of foreigners themselves. *I heard S man at the 
time praisijig the attitude of “ the public * to th^strike, 
and remarking : “ As the Daily Express sayj, there’s } 
quiet determination about the Brftish.*’ He ojiviously 
forgot that the English railway-guard and the Scottish 
railway-port'er .were as British as himself, and that. If 
praise is to be served out to Britons, the man must have 
his share as Veil as the master. 

The truth is, we have only to realise that the strikers, 
instead of being a sort of corporate monster without 
lineage and without a country, are those good-natured 
persons, the railway-guard and the railway-porter, who 
difftr^rom the mass of one’s acquaintances only in 
living far thriftier lives, in order to see at once the folly 
of hating them and making ihem the objects of a class- 
war. Tht engine-driver and the signal-man are peftons 
whom we trust daily with our lives, tvhy, thtSi, pre¬ 
tend that tftey are like the Kaiser and his legion^ in 
Belgium ? Any reasonable' man who allows himself to 
think for five minutes must see^tlftt, at a crisis like the 
present, when there has been a revolution in the value 
of money »there is plenty of roon^for honest misunder¬ 
standing about wages among men not necessarily 
criminals. Even if is b» granted for the nonce that the 
men were wron^in this or that particular, it is not diffi¬ 
cult to understand theij passiopate determination never 
again toVstray their homes into th'e old poverty. They 
are human beings struggling not for profits and luxuries, 
but^or a minimum ofCecent life, "rhe idea of accusing 
an unfortunate railway-porter at Clapham Junction of 
“ ambition and fust of power,” as the Times does by 
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implicayon, is too Mfcrous to bear i moipent’s exam¬ 
ination. Strikers are, ks a rule, human beings consider¬ 
ably below that luxury line at whifch “ arifbition and 


lust of po,wer ” become possible as motives of conduct. 
They are thinlfing,'not of conquests with a rattling 
sabre, hut of food and rent antf clothes. That is why. 


in a strike about wages, it is always safe to give them the 
benefit of the doubt. They are more likely to be guilty 


of hunger than of Hunnishness. They will be the last 
men in the world to turn to revolution while their 


children have brea/ 1 . The men are always right. They 
are right even when they are wrong. 



VII 

l^pies fimong the Workers 

D r. JOHNSON had a friend who told him that 
he had done his best to be a philosopher but 
that “ cheerfulness would always keep break¬ 
ing iif" One would«have thought—and in this one is 
on the popular side—that the only two things that 
could enable anyone to remain comparatively cheerful 
on this moon-struck planet were philosephy and^ g 90 (J 
digestion. iThe philosopher rejoices, if in nothing ^se, 
in the.repetition of eventsf One* of the yiost popfllar 
turns in the music-halls usecrto a farcical sketch in 
which the clown’s head would be continually reappear¬ 
ing through unexpected parts of the scenery. Whacked 
away from one window, it would Instantly bob through 
another. Bludgtoned ^from that, it would reappear 
through a door or Ae floor or a skylight or rokind a 
corner. History cgpeats itself for the philosopher 
exactly <ike the clown’s'hedd. .Such is the comic 
pattern, 'the philosopher can hardly turn over a single 
page of the annals ^ the world withput uttering a 
“ Eftreka ! ” of delight as he sees the same old thing 
happening in th» same old way. We have lived in our 
time through all the great events, of history from 
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the Pel^onijesian wi; to the French Revcflution. We 
have been wit^ Adam if tKe Garden,of Eden and have 
followdd Moses, and have watched the humSn comedy 
from the towers of Troy and have known intimately the 
men who condemned Socrates! ,We have howled with 
Jeremiah and announced the eternal perfe^:tion of the 
British Constitution with the great Duke>of Wellington. 
We have a cousin who cflnsults the Witjh of Endor, 
and Voltaire is still alive within a twq hours’ journey by 
aeroplane. “ Life is a joke that’s just begun,” sings the 
schoolgirl in The 'Mikado. It is the only anecdote 
that improves with constant reiteration. 'We enjoy it as 
a child erijoys a Jack-in-the-box. It is so continually 
surprising and so continually the same. “ A ccmedy 
to those who think,” says the epigrammatist. Certainly 
a comedy to those with an eye for the pattern, History 
repeats itself. Were it not so, history would deserve all 
the' damning things that Herbert Spencer and other 
solamn writers have suid of \t. 

, To the philosophic, one of the most amusing events 
of the past few months was the discovery that a man 
was in gaol whom the Government employed as a spy 
but whom they now si-spect of being an anarchist. The 
employmenj of spies to go among the tvorkers in search 
of Bolshevist propaganda has' sh'ocked a number of 
people. Even Mr. J. H. Thomas ^eeftis to have been 
annoyed because someone .followed him about the 
country, making the violent speeches of an a^ent provo¬ 
cateur. I confess I have little ^vmpathy with spies— 
hardly even with agents provocateurs—but I think 
indignation will be tempered with aipusement in the 
breasts of those who realise ^that this is simply'the old 
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anecdote coiling to life again. are once mrlfe living 
with Pitt in 1792 ^nd with Cas|lereagh iij the days that 
led up to *he glories of Peterloo. We bredthe i larger 
air as we feel ourselves back again in tl^p great traditioiv. 
We become at a boun^i'the contemporaries of.Words- 
worth and Lamb and Shelley. Wordsworth himself, 
it is interesting to remember, received the attentions of 
a Governm^t spy. In Au^st, 1797, word came to 
London that a daqgerous French gang was engaged |in 
a conspiracy at Stowey, near Bridgwater—that, in the 
words of an historian, they “ receives a large number of 
visitors, recorihoitred by night, made plans of the 
country in portfolios, and inquired whether the neigh- 
bouliag stream was jiavigable from the sea.” A spy 
arrived on the spot. He discovered that it was not 
French agents who were OBusing the trouble but a 
“ mischievous gang of disaffected Englishmen.” Qne 
of these wq^ a Mr. Coleridge, “ supposed a man* dl 
superior abilities.” Ano^er was Thelwall, whose 
conversation was so passionate that tven hiS (terrijjorary) 
butler was frightened. Anothertwas called Wordsworth, 
“ a name, I think, not unknown to Mr. Ford.” Thel¬ 
wall, it may be remembered, hadelready been indicted 
for sedition along with Horne Tooke in the,State trials 
of 1794 before trial b^ juty had yet been abolished.; and 
if the juries of tht^ time refused to convict, this may 
partly bg imputed to tlte fact ♦hat^the plain man has a 
deep suspifion of the evidence of spies and informers. 

One of the principal informers of the time was a man 
beating the ingratiating name of Gosling, who contrived 
to become a menjjDer of the Corresponding Society. He 
is suspefted by the historians of having hejped to create 

47 



Tkt Passion of Labour 

the ftjApiracies wljich he "discovered*” “Two 
Corresponding^ Society joeftbers,” ijrites Mr. Philip 
Anthony Bitjwn in his admirable book, The French 
Revolution >in English History, “ Hillier and pdwards, 
with the active connWnce of ij spy, had planned a 
scheme for getting arms and practising at a tavern off 
the Old Bailey, ‘ The Parrot,’ in Green Artour Court. 
But they never got firearms,'-though Edward^had a pike; 
and Gosling, the informer, was largely responsible for 
their plans.” About the same date we find another 
curious instance ofli man who was at once an informer 
and a conspirator in Edinburgh. At a secret meeting in 
that city Robert Watt communicated a plan for an 
armed insurrection and the establishment of a Provisional 
Government—oh, beloved history 1 Though his plans 
never got further than the wllection of a few pikeheads 
and battle-axes,,he was afterwards tried and hanged in 
spite oi his excellent past. It was in the course of the 
trial, that it came outithat h^ had been giving informa¬ 
tion to Vhe Gbvernment since 1792. He had deirianded 
a thousand pounds fhr one of his stories, and had been 
given thirty pounds for the expenses of treating. In 
his confession he desiared that, while engaged in the 
work of spying, he had been sincerely,converted to the 
views .of his victims. Whether this was true or not 
there is no means of telling. How gdmirable a subject 
for a Conrad ! Among thpsev who were pr,psent at 
Watt’s execution was one great novelist, Walter Scott, 
but this unfortunately was not his sort of subject. 

When we read the history of i'itt and the spies«and 
agents provocateurs of his time it is^only fair to re¬ 
member that, the modern police system had not then 
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come into* existence. Any society will, take extreme 
steps against yolence—^ot^ I grant, against the 
violence <)f those whom it regards as itS friends but 
against fhe violence of those it^ suspects Of being ^ts 
enemies. Even so, the Government realised'that the 
use of spief was extremely damaging to it in the popu]ar 
mind, and it always did its best to keep its agents out of 
the courts^nd to force thS more timid of the “ con¬ 
spirators ” themselves to turn King’s evidence. Whether 
there was in the circumstances any need at all to send 
spies among the reformers is a point that has often been 
debated. 'Thfe probability is that very few of the men 
whom the Government suspected were in favour of 
delparate courses. .Horne Tooke had said that “ he 
was for having kings, but for cutting off the head of one 
of them every fifty years of so,” and Paine said 0/ him 
that “ he was a true Royalist: he loved bloo^.” •Qn 
the whole, Jiowever, his violence was the sort of thing 
that would nowadays past as a mild joke at a dinner¬ 
party! There was really very lityh danger of a revolu¬ 
tion except in Pitt’s imaginAion. The mass of the 
English people were as anti-French as Pitt was himself, 
and it may well be doubted whether the spies did not 
instigate more ^violence than they prevented. Mr. 
Brown justly observes that “ the issue must be narrowed 
down to the defic^e question whether the Secretary of 
State wgs aware that hts agents were inciting incautious 
but innocent men to crime, as well as encouraging 
deliberate criminals Jo commit themselves. . . . The 
stojy,” he adds, “ is chiefly valuable as evidence of the 
panic which besgt the Government at every moment of 
crisis. The whole systefr^—spies, coercijjn, and rigid 
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opposition to politieaj change—is of a pie*.” These 
sentences suggest the dibmma m which any Govern¬ 
ment wkich'makes use of spies must continually find 
itself. Thfc majority ^ of spies must in the nature of 
things be men whose honesty is, to put it delicately, pie- 
b^d. In the absence of evidence, will not pien of this 
character be tempted to invent it in order to curry 
favour with their employer^ ? Spies, like other human 
beings, are hopeful of promotion, and they know that 
the discovery of a bogus plot is more likely to lead to 
promotion than the^ discovery of no plot at all. Who 
will spy upon the spies ? ' 

When w'e come down to the time of Sidmouth and 
Castlereagh we find that a strong suspicion existe tkat 
many of the more violent conspiracies were the work 
not qf genuine revolutionaries but of spies. Archibald 
Pfentice, who left behind him an unusually attractive 
book of reminiscences of the Manchester of Peterloo, 
roundly accuses Governmert agents of being at the 
bottom of practically every conspiracy and outrage of 
the period. The notorious spy Oliver, he declares, had 
' advised the assemblage of the Blanketeers, and had been 
in favour of the hop'cless rising in Derbyshire, as a 
result of which three men were hanged. Spies were 
also accused of having produced an outbreak in Scot¬ 
land by spreading stories that other parts of the country 
were ripe for revolt. “ Ever. tHi wicked conspiracy of 
Thistlewood and his confederates,” says Prdhtice, “ to 
assassinate the King’s Ministers at a Cabinet dinner, 
had no effect in exciting sympathy in favour of^the 
latter, for there was the strongest evidence to prove that 
Edwards, a government spy,'was the originatdr of the 
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scheme, atvd that he had groviddd the amis with which 
the murders wwe to have beSn effected”. The student 
of histoPy, needless to say, is not bound to accept as 
evident* the opinions,of even sp honest a* reformed as 
Prentice. Such opftiions are important, not because 
they can be proved to be right, but because they show 
how exasperirting to the public mind the use of Govern¬ 
ment spie* may easily become. It seems to be almost. 
as natural to hate one’s own Government for spyid^ as 
to hate a foreign Government for yying. So great was 
the fury of ojiinion against Oliver, indeed, that debate 
after debate on his activities took place in Ijoth Houses 
of Parliament. Oliver, Spencer Walpole tells us in his 
liistery of England*from 1815, “ took up more parlia¬ 
mentary time and received more attention, both in 
1817 anjl t8i8, than almost any other subject.” 'Even 
so mild a politician as Charles Lamtf was revtilte{l by 
the use the authorities made of informers, and in The 
Three^ Graves he picturecf Satan Egging gravej in’Hell 
for spies : 

I asked the fiend for whom these rites were meant. 

'' These graves,” quoth he, " when life’s brief oil is spent. 
When the dark^ght comes, and they’re jinking bed- 
wards. 

I mean for Casi;}e, Oliver, and Edwards.” 

Bad veise^ very bad verst, if" you like, but how repre¬ 
sentative of the attitude of the normal decent man to the 
use of spies in the domestic affairs of a ewilised people ! 

What, then, is the common-sense attitude to the 
whole business •f spying ? If one were sure that the 
spjf was a perfectly honest man, whose^ol^ aim was the 
• 
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collection of tccurate" fctformation, and wRo had a 
trained sfinse^of evidence he would obviously be an 
invaluable sen'ant to any Government. Men with 
the\e gifts, unfortunately, as a rjile become lai^yers or 
novelists or captains of industry. The rewards of spy¬ 
ing are too small to tempt them, apart from the fact that 
their moral sense recoils with some fastidiousness from 
,the trade. As a result. Governments are cofhpelled to 
fall 'oack on men w'ho could hardly make a living as 
bookmakers’ touts. , For the most part they are so 
stupid that, when Mr. Asquith said that he would not 
sheathe the sword, etc., they probably rushed to the 
conclusion that he was about to become another Brutus. 
They are ignorant of the meaning (jf words, inaccurate 
in their reports, mules who discover little but mares’ 
nests.' The most useful spy^is the traitor who, sells an 
important secret}' and whose work is subject to the 
constant test of verification. And even he isiss liable to 
betray hjs employers ds his ffiends. The cleverest are 
those who feed the panic of Governments at regular 
intervals with plausible sensations—who even perpe- 
'Irate atrocities themselves, if no one else will do it, in 
order to show how nefessary they are. One Has heard 
of such mert—in Russia—where histoly is even more 
amusing than it is in England. 
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Profiteers 

H ard things have been'said about profiteers 
duVing the last few years. Hard things con¬ 
tinue to be said about them. Tfie profiteers, 
I* imagine, having survived so many centuries as a 
mandarin race, have lost the capacity for feeling nervous 
—and J do not wonder af it. The thunders of the Old 
Testament days did not blast them 7 the legiclatioi) of,, 
the Middle Ages did not snare them in its net*; the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries loosed them m vast 
numbers upon the world as me^ sent by Go 5 to build 
up their fortunes at the expense of their fellows. The 
more civilisation advanced, indeed, the more the pro¬ 
fiteer setmed to stand out as aif heroic figure. Gain is 
never exalted itito a position of absolute honour except 
in a complex civilisation in which a well-organised and 
comfortable clas^fyids it convenient—unconsciously, no 
doubt»-to invent a pflilceopRy in defence of its comfort. 

Human society in its early stages knows nothing of 
the glorification of ^he rich tradesmai^ competing with 
other rich tradesmen as to who shall profit most at the, 
expense of tte community. Selfishness, however, 
grobably existed even op the day after the expulsion 
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from EJden. ^f.ings aird, medicine-men earljf took ad¬ 
vantage of thein fellows to adcum'ulate power and pelf. 
More and mdre of the communal land was mshked out 
byv strong and cupnin^ individuals as their own, and 
every robbery had only to persist in order to become a 
right supported by all manner of divine sanctions. This 
was the method of the advance of the race.* The evolu¬ 
tion of the sense of the ind^idual was as necessary as 
'the evolution of the sense of the community, and human 
beings were probably destined to acquire it by experi¬ 
menting with tyranny, war, capitalism, and a host of 
other things that the modern idealist is ajjt to dismiss 
as wholly eVil. At the same time, we should be mad to 
allow the sense of the individual to q>ist the sense of the 
community altogether, as Nietzsche, like the bad sort 
of grocer, wished it to do. We may admit the uses of 
experimenting with greed in the past without neces¬ 
sarily believing in experimenting with grqfd in the 
future. The sense of tie individual is not now so feeble 
iovus thdt it needs a'stimulus. It is the sense of the 
community in regard to ^/hich we are badly endowed. 
The fact that the profiteers flourish as they do at a time 
when the community ij in peril shows that the social 
sense of modern man is not much moruthan out of its 
shell. At the beginning of the war the Daily Mail 
proclaimed a new brotherhood in wljich the rich man 
would be willing to share bis last? crust with tha poor; 
but, when the rich man showed no inclination to do this 
and proposed to go on with his profit-making on the 
old lines, the times came out in defence of his rights. 
' England socialised its manhood for the (duration of the 
war, but it refused to socialist its money. Society is 
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still regariJed by many people ^ejs as a communfty than 
as a trade union of profiteers, 

Burkeswrote in defence of this anti-socjal individual¬ 
ism wh*n England was threatened vnth scarcity during 
the French war. He* fulminall^d against the idea of 
interfering with profiteers of any kind in order either 
to raise wages or to lower prices, as though this were to 
threaten ihe foundations‘of society. ' When it was 
suggested that fhe farmers were profiteering|[at the' 
expense of the labourers, he dogmatically retorted that 
“ it is plainly more the farmer’s !nterest that his men 
should thrivb than that his horses should be well fed, 
sleek, plump, and fit for use, or than that* his waggon 
aftdiploughs shoultj be strong, in good repair, and fit for 
service.” He did not ask himself whether the farmer 
realised that his interest lay in this direction. He took 
it for granted that the farmer would/io so, though the 
most supj^rficial knowledge of human nature wdhld'’ 
have taught him otherwise. He would not alloy that 
ever? avarice could lead a farmer* to pay a labourer less 
than was right; 

But If the farmer is excessively avaricious ? WhJ, 
so much the better—the more he desires to increase 
his gains, thi mpre^ interested is he in the good con¬ 
dition of tljose upon whose labour his gains must 
principally deji^d. 

• • • * . 

As to tlffe condition of the labourer who happened to 
be paid less than a subsistence-wage, he could claim 
nothing “ according to the rules of cdhimerce and the 
principles of jjistice,” but came “ within the jurisdic-* 

tion of mercy.” The'law should simply leave him, 
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Burke held, to charity/^ “ In that proi^e the magis- 
trate has nothing at all to jjo ^ hmnterference is a viola¬ 
tion of the property which it is his office to protect.” 
Aijd if the farmer ought to be protected in his^ght to 
pay as little as he coiVid for lahqur and to charge as 
much as he could for produce, every other kind of 
profiteer had Burke equally on his side : 

What is true of the farmer is equally thie of the 
middle man, whether the middle man act as factor, 
jobber, salesman or speculator, in the markets of 
grain. These tradbrs are to be left to their free course, 
and the more they make, and the richer Chey are, and 
the more, largely they deal, the better both for the 
farmer and consumer, between whom they form' a 
natural and most useful link of cbnnection ; though 
by the machinations of the old evil counsellor. Envy, 
they are hated and malignSd by both parties.. 

Ewsri' L6rd Devonport (who drew the line when the 
profits on swedes and haricot,beans rose beyond some 
hundred^ per cent) would have seemed to Burke like a 
sinister figure out of the Brench Revolution. 

Since those days we have discovered a good many 
fallacies in Burke and^the politicians and economists 
who came after him. We can appreciate their hatred of 
laws in restraint of trade. But wc sie the folly of their 
hatred of laws in restraint of tradesmen. ■ We no longer 
take it for granted that all,will^ gQ Well with society so 
long as men of property are allowed to do what they 
like. Experience has in almost all ages led men to 
regard the profitaer as the enemy rfiher than the bene¬ 
factor of society. Among the ancient Jews he who 
ground the faces of the poor was not praised for doing 
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the poor good. iJsury, the chief jqrm of profiteerihg in 
those days, was f<jrbidden, axcjpt when j non-Hebrew 
was the vittim. Among the Christians in<he Middle 
Ages also interest was forbidden by a multitude of laws. 
Profit of this kind, aa d'ell as tlAt exaggeration of it 
which we cdl profiteering, was regarded as both anti¬ 
social and unchristian. And other kinds of profiteers 
were in an* equal degree Criminals before the law. 
Engrossers who bqpght the corn crops in the field or in 
the stack and held them back for a time of high prices— 
—forestallers and regrators who in ot*ier ways attempted 
to buy in the cheapest markets and sell in the dearest— 
were not supported (as they would have boen in the 
niqftegnth century) as model citizens. In The Economic 
History of England Mr. E. Lipson quotes from the 
municipal records of Bristol a description of a fore- 
staller wh’ich seems, apart from its oppning- words of 
condemnation, almost like the portrait of an eMcieift 
modern business man. The forest,^ller, we are told, is 
a manifest oppressor of the poor'and a public enemy, 
of the whole communally «id bounty, who hastens 
to buy before others grain, fish, herrings, or anything 
vendiblft whatsoever, coming Ijy land or by water, 

. . . making gain, oppressing his poorer and despising 
his richer neighb(»ir% and who designs to sell more 
dearly what Jie so unjustly acquired. Who also 
besets foreign m«r«hants coming with their merchan¬ 
dise, offering to sell Aeir gobdsfcrthem, and suggest¬ 
ing to item that they could sell their goods more 
dearly than they wgre proposing to sell them, and so 
hf fraudulent art or craft he misleads town and 
country. ^ 

Critics of the Middle Age* may Justly raise the question 
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whether the laws against extortion, and especially the 
laws againsi jnterest, t^fre not in thpir effects at times 
laws Against progress—laws, indeed, which acted to 
.the disa 4 .vantage of the community at large. And no 
doubt ithe laws wei\; often Better in their intentions 
than in their results. They are of especial interest to 
hs at the present moment, however, npt tecause they 
were perfectly successful in their operationj but because 
they remind us that the normal atjitude of society to 
the profiteer is an attitude of suspicion and hostility. 
The love of gain, as we are beginning to see once more 
in these days, is a rather horrible vice and is secretly at 
war with, all the fine passions, including patriotism. 
There were many centuries in which the love of pbofit 
was a passion to which reputable men and women were 
strangers. The ill-name the Jews got in Europe was 
due' largely to, the way in which, closed out of the 
ordinary professions, they turned their hand to profiteer¬ 
ing. Shylock only becomes dignified when Vie exchanges 
profiteering for thei loftier vice of revenge. On the 
other hand, in recent centuries, the Christian has more 
and more become a man whose mind is normally occu¬ 
pied with the though,t of gain. The average-^tradesman 
has been educated in the belief th^t to do anything 
except for the purpose of gain is a form of idleness. 
He preaches a more social creed to his restive employees, 
but he himself always regards it ab Viis right tq take the 
last possible farthing out of the pocket of*;he public. 
The way in which the price of tobacco was raised some 
time ago beybnd what was enoft'gh to cover the* new 
taxation is a typical example of the sort of thing of 
which tradesmen should be ashamed, tut are not. The 
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ethics of trade, it is to be feared, aj^still of the shafiest. 
One often hears of unjust'and snobbish prejudices 
against trade, but it seems to me the prejudice against 
trade is founded to some extent on a jeasonable anti-, 
pathy to a kingdom exdu'sively of money values* Men 
feel that a wprld in which so much trickery, extortion, 
cheating, and adulteration are taken for granted lacks 
something ol*dignity, even thdugh peerages and knight¬ 
hoods are scattered.to it by the hundred. Most of us 
are in revolt just now against the tradesman’s view of 
life. We begin to question his rights in the conscious¬ 
ness of our owrt exceeding wrongs. 



IX 

The Nouveau Riche 

T here nas seldom been anyone more con¬ 
sistently unpopular than the nouveau riche. 
He gets his own way, it is true, and has a large 
choice as regards wives, titles, and diversions. But we 
all sneer at him behind his back. He has been the 
theme of satirists for hundreds of years. He has no 
friends in literature—that unpurchasable judge. His 
tack of manners, taste, and ifcble purposf^s has moved 
me,n to derisive mirth sinie Petronius described the 
^most vulgar and fantastic of banquets. The nouveau 
rkhe of to-day is dekpiied even by the nouveau riche of 
yesterday. He receives no warm welcome from those 
who are themselves, the sons and grandsons of earlier 
nouveaux pches. It is the tendency rf those who have 
made or inherited money to “regard themselves as a 
stable and lordly community, an^ tb scorn the late¬ 
comers into the circle as- alien intruders. 

It is rather aSiusing at the present moftient to see 
many rich men who made their fortunes before the war 
engaged in a tampaign for putting a special tax on rich 
men who made their fortunes during the war. There 
are no doubt many motives, some good and some 
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dubious, inspiring those who ar; .taking part in'the 
campaign. One of,the gdod ftiovves is a desire to make 
it clear in scme way that no citizen is expected to reap 
financial advantage from the fact,that.his country is. 
engaged in a life-and-doath struggle. As for the others, 

I fancy that some place must be found among them for 
a desire to clip the wings of parvenus. The man who 
owns estates ^r a long-establiihed fortune has no more 
liking for parvenus.than has the shrillest preacher of a 
class-war. The parvenu is the sort pf profiteer whom 
all the traditional profiteers are willing to throw to the 
wolves. They do not like him. He speaks badly, and 
has a vulgar face and hands. He looks ridiculous in 
eveolng dress—indeeif, in any dress. He is a pre¬ 
tentious parrot of tastes to which he has not been 
brought up. He is never at e«se and seeks to strengthen 
his position by display. Comic writers have laugheS.at 
him for centuries on account of his antics as he attempt? 
to adapt himself to the culture and, manners of his qew 
circle. He is an absurd figure,^like'a grown-up person 
turned into a schoolboy and sent iflto a class for begin¬ 
ners. Moliere’s Bourgeois Gentilhomme gets all the fun 
that genius'can get out of a situatitm of the kind. But 
the modern world, the modern play, and the modern 
musical comedy havd all been full of the same sort of 
mockery. Harold l^ederic’s millionaire, if I remember 
rightly, used to splash \^tar on the .bedroom floor, when 
he was staying at a country house, in order to give the 
servants the impression that he had taken a cold bath— 
a haWt he had not yet acquired. In the theatre we had 
Beerbohm Tree j few years ago in a fine and detailed 
study of a vulgar rich man'in Business is Business. And 
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it is not many yei(r5 since South African millionaires 
were constantly appearing as 'butts in musical comedy. 
One still remembers the fierce glitter from the diamonds 
on their finger^. I ;an recall no good book, indeed, nor 
even tny bad play, in which'the parvenu has been 
treated as a character to admire. Soipe American 
novelists have made the making of money a theme on 
the heroic level. But tht ablest of them,%uch as Mrs. 
Wharton, have preferred to satirise the luxury and 
artificial lives of their “ get-rich-quick ” countrymen. 
In the nineteentli century many respectable writers 
preached through tale and treatise a goSpel of Christian 
greed of gold. But none of this has lasted as literature. 
Literature, like religion, is by tradition critical’ol'. the 
rich man. 

It is easy to understandi'why the rich man has so bad 
a name among-prophets and authors. It is because the 
Average rich man is more anxious that speiety should 
serve him than th^t he should serve society. The 
, average poor man,' too, it may be ; for “ all we like 
sheep,” etc. But thE rich man represents in visible and 
exalted form the triumph of egoism as opposed to 
public spirit. I do pot forget the considerable number 
of rich men who have rendered servises to society both 
while making their fortunes “and afterwards. I am 
considering the average newly-ricjt man, however, and 
it is indubitable that one'of his"most marked character¬ 
istics is a strong belief in the rights of mone]^ and a very 
weak belief (if any) in the duties of money. He holds 
that the still, kmall voice of the social conscience which 
has been making itself heard in the last generation or 
two is a delusion, like the vcfices heard by Joan of Arc. 
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Even when he goes to church (jn, Sundajj, and hears 
from the pulpit th^t he has his ^vealth on'tf on trust, he 
thinks: “ No, no. You mean, in a trust.” He believes 
that mon^y is the end and the justi^cation of most 
things. He thinks that railways mid electric light and 
music and cornfields are justified only because they pay. 
“ Mr. Hill,” sajd a reporter to Mr. Louis Hill, one of 
the ” railroad kings ■’ of Ahierica, some years ago, 
“ what do you regard as the prime function of a railway 
corporation ? ” “ Get revenues,” Replied Mr. Hill. 

“ And then ? ” he was asked. “ Get more,” was his 
answer. “ The>reporter,” according to the Philadelphia 
Public Ledger, “ waited patiently to hear something 
adtiSd* Mr. Hill wayed his hand. The interview was 
over.” This to the modern mind seems to be a business¬ 
man’s declaration of independence of morality. More 
and more ‘people are coming to see that railways woijld 
be necessary^ even if they made no money for anybody 
and were as free as the roads, or c,ven if, as Mr. Sjjaw 
proposes, passengers had to paid twopence‘a mile 
for travelling on them. Every t'fme a railway strike 
occurs, however, it becomes clear that a great many 
people still labour under the delusion that the chief 
function of a railway is to “ get dividends.” .Theoreti¬ 
cally, one would think, the only means, by which a rail¬ 
way company codld^earn dividends must be by serving 
the public interest. Aral, obviously, a company would 
soon lose riloney if it began to run all its trains to the' 
wrong places or if it refused to consult the convenience 
of p*sengers by lettmg them know when the trains 
started or at wha^ stations they would stop or what the 
fare would be. One’s complaint against the railways 
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is ndt that they do pft serve the public interest at all, 
but that they regard thepistlve^as ju^ified in repeatedly 
subordinating it to private interests. The vailways in 
.England, ,howeyer, jhave for a long time iceased to 
provide parvenus w'lth fortunes. Had they been as 
comparatively free from control as ships and munition 
factories, they might have done so (firing the war. 
There is nothing in the adcepted theory oftte rights of 
wealth that could have prevented them. All over the 
country, in war-tipe as in peace-time, rich and would- 
be-rich men acted on the principle that England’s- 
difticulty was Croesus’s opportunity. And now, as a 
result of live years of war, a new crop of nouveaux riches 
is blossoming in every city and sntall town in the,isfapd. 
The race-courses, the restaurants, the stalls of the 
music-halls are packed with them. Who could have 
foretold five ysars ago that in the autumn of 1919 so 
(nany odd-looking creatures would be s^joking two- 
shining cigars and drinking ohampagne at ever-so-much 
,a bottle ? Yet that ‘is what is now causing considerable 
offence. One hears'these people blamed not only for 
making money but for spending it. This suggests how 
hard is the lot of thojich. They are denounced if they 
spend their money, and they are denoenced if they save 
it. Even Mr. Carnegie, whb lavished millions on 
libraries in preference to jewels, ^rihks, or gluttony, 
did not escape censure. “ < i, 

‘ On the other hand, one does not think of Mr. Carnegie 
as a typical parvenu. One chooses by preference as a 
type of the nouveau riche a wild and symbolic exaggera¬ 
tion, such as the late Chicago millionaire, Charles G. 
Gates. Mr. Gates was the s6n of “ Bet You a Million ” 
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Gates. He himself was known “ Spend a Million a 
Year ” Gates, and, indeed, lie spent a m\15on dollars a 
year on tigs alone. He once, it is said, nearly stared a 
waiter to death by paying for a hundred-dollar dinner 
with a thousand-dollay bill and fSddiiig him keep the 
change. He took as his motto, “ Speed is life,” and 
spent millions of dollars in travelling in special trains!. 
“ My father,” he declared, “.left me more money than 
I know what to do with. Money is made to burn, any¬ 
way, and I am burning it. I only want enough left ’to 
buy a coffin after I am dead.” Other American par¬ 
venus have done their best to rival Mr. Gates in fan¬ 
tastic extravagance. There was the New York million¬ 
aire, for instance, who at a dinner gave his guests 
cighrettes wrapped iif hundred-dollar notes. A million¬ 
aire from Nebraska spent twenty thousand dollars on 
having a hat made for him out of paper-money. ’The 
“ freak ” dinners given some years ago by Ameritan 
millionaires'kre famous. At one dinner the guests were 
given oysters, each of which contained a pearl., liven 
more fantastic is the story of Ae 'jiillionaire’s wife who' 
kept a pet monkey, which had a valet in constant 
attendance,, It had its own dining-table and its own' 
bed of ivory and ,gold. It is supposed to have cost its 
mistress between ten nnd fifteen thousan(J dollars a 
year. In America, for some reason or other, extrava¬ 
gance takes a moft* fantastic, form than in England. 
The reasoji may be that in an “old country certain 
standards are already in existence in society for people 
whojiave great possessions. America, however, sprang 
from being a moneyless country to being a moneyed 
country in a fe^? years. In the days of Washington, 
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tWfitWas little mont^ in America outside the towns; 
in Maryland «nd VirgAia t(jere,was a tobacco currency, 
while in otljer country farts prices ^ere calculated in 
terms of wheat, milt, and rye whiskey. America is 
tiius a ijountry tfi ricji men wilhj'Ut a long tridition of 
riches. Many of her millionaires, too, have risen from 
poverty, and in their extravagance are simply carrying 
out a poor boy’s dream of^what he would if he had 
heaps of money. If we read the history of American 
millionaires, we shall find that one 6egan as an office- 
boy, another selling papers, another in a grocery store, 
another as a porter, another as a bobbin-boy. This 
being so, pan we be surprised if one of them gives his 
friends cigarettes wrapped in hundred-dollar notes ? 
Sir James Barrie, I fancy, could Vnake this appSar'an 
attractive caprice. The boyish daydream of throwing 
money about is more charming to the imagination than 
ttef grown man^ dream of hoarding it. The worst of it 
is, people throw it about so vulgarly. @ne likes to 
think that Charles ^ames Fox and his friends.did it 
hiore lite gentlemen btft this may be an illusion of the 
historic imagination. ’ Certainly, literature is kinder to 
the spendthrift than to the miser. The spendthrift, as 
in The School for Scmdal, is usually forgiven in the end. 
The best the miser can hope fo^is.the consolation prize 
of our pity. It is important, however, that the spend¬ 
thrift, if he is to prove attractive in literature, should be 
brought up a gentleman. Otherwise, we sljall be sure 
to make unpleasant remarks, and jeer at him as a 
parvenu and a profiteer. 
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X 

On laying a Thing Three Times 

I T is not only in the world of iiewis Carroll that, if 
you say a thing three times, it becomes true. 
Everything is a lie—at least, it might as well be 
ope—till it has been said three times or considerably 
ofteher. It was once true, so far as the human race 
knew, that the sun goes round the earth. It was a 
fantastif lie, so far as evfS-ybody knew, that the earth 
goes round the sun. This remained a lie for ejost 
people lo»g after a few^ learned men knew it to be a 
fact.. It was by dint of constant repetition that it finally 
won a place among establi^ed fruths. Simflarly, the 
theory of the circulation of the Clood, and the theory of 
evolution, only passed from the region of scandaloBS 
inventions into commonplace fatts as a result of being 
repeated over Jnd^over again. It is easiet* to believe a 
lie that one has heartf a thousand times than to believe 
a fact that one h»s,never heard before. Nine-tenths of 
our bffliefs are a consecfuence of mere reiteration. ^If 
truth ultimately prevails over error, it is because wise 
men armed with evidence repeat themselves still more 
auSaciously and unhesitatingly than foolish men armed ^ 
with tradition.* But, with the mass of the public, it is 
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not the evidence but thti repetition that “Counts. What 
does the average man “know ^boi^t the courses of the 
moon or about vaccination or about the Russian 
character ? On these, rs on most subjects, he believes 
sinaply wjiat he “has Vbeen told ,.oftenest. fn one 
generation he believes in ghosts; in another generation 
he believes that there are no ghosts. In each case his 
belief is a superstition into ij'hich he has 'be^n talked, 
not reasoned. Examine him as to the rational basis of 
his faith, and you will find that he knows very little 
about the matter. ' 

Aware of his own temperament, and of his submissive¬ 
ness to the repeated word, man early came to the con¬ 
clusion that he could influence even the heavenly and 
infernal powers by saying the same thing over and ovef 
again. Both in spells and in prayers, much of the virtue 
of the argument is in the repetition. The Buddhist of 
Thibet has his little praying-wheel that circulates his 
monotonous appeal, “ The Jewfl in the Lotu#, Amen.” 
He fefels that by the •mechanical repetition of these 
wdrds, even on a strijO df paper, he is influencing 
Heaven. Similarly, the European magician, when he 
has drawn his circle with consecrated chalk, writes in 
it some repeated phraSe, such as “ Tetragrammaton, 
Tetragrammaton, Tetragrammatop,”, or “ Come, Sur- 
gat! Come, Surgat! Come, Surgat 1.” The sup¬ 
pliant at the holy well has usually ro'jfcrform his round 
nine times widdershifts. Heaven is not tijisled to 
attend to an unrepeated argument. Even the Christian 
with his “ Lord,Jiave mercy on us ! I’ and his multitt^fie 
,of “ Hail, Marys,” seems to take it for granted that the 
best petition is repetition. Tlje victory is to the im- 
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portunate. The chiy, !(fking fts to do some¬ 

thing, cries, " bo ! Do ! iJo ! ” And if is ifiore diffi¬ 
cult to refuse an iterated req\j(est of this sort thap a 
simple appeal. It ij as though i-epetition put. a spell on 
us. The poets discovered this. Hence the chorus in 
songs and the burden in ballads. In the music-hMls, 
it is the (Jiorhs that makes the song. In half the modern 
ballads, how many readers remember anything but the 
burden— 

O Troy’s down, 

Tall Troy's on fire ; 

or the extremely improbable— 

Two red roses across the moon ! 

A thing that is said once seems bqt an accident. A 
thing that is repeated often enough slides into its'plac* 
in the o«Ier of nature. What an encouragement for 
boras ! Even the original ^tan* catches the pulllic ear 
less by virtue of his originality Jjian by virtue of repeat¬ 
ing himself. Matthew Arnold repeated himself deliber¬ 
ately. Sweetness and light,” “ sweet reasonableness” 

“ Philistine,” “ Barbarian,” “ poetry a criticism of life ” 
—he sowed his phtasgs, like seeds, not singly but broad¬ 
cast. He could not trust an isolated phrase to take root 
in the public mirtlt Jde cuqningly gave his best phrases 
a mulfityde of chances. In this! he showed his knaw- 
ledge of human nature. The great wits have usually 
been as careful to insure the success of»their witticisms. 
The man with a mot is not content to utter it once. He, 
scatters it abeftt as an .actress does her photographs. 

This is regarded by some people as ajign of poverty of 
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invention, of fSi,*her dkpipble thrift. ^ The wit, how¬ 
ever, knows that he is much more likely to impress the 
world with one good (jepigram repeated twenty times 
than with twenty gooil-epigrams uttered once and left 
to fend for themselves. Oscar Wilde’s reputation for 
brilliance was due in part to his business-like economy 
of brilliance. If he thought tuf an epigram', he-made use 
of it first at the dinner-table, then in an essay, and then 
in a* play. As a consequence people got to know his 
epigrams, and, getting to know them, got to be impressed 
by them. , 

In the advertising world the importance of repetition 
has long been recognised. Suppose the manufacturer 
of a certain famous pill had been content on one occa¬ 
sion and on one occasion only to drop the casual remark 
that his wares «!ere “ worth a guinea a box.’l What 
'wotid the world have known about it ? Who would 
have believed it to be true ? H« repeated thaf they were 
‘'■worth ? guinea a bqi,” however, in every newspaper 
and on every hoarding until a hundred thousand English¬ 
men know the phrase for one who could quote you an 
epigram of La Rochefoucauld. Another manufacturer 
made a soap world-famous by saying, over and over 
again that it “ won’t wash clothes.” One would 
imagine that a soap might have more admirable qualities. 
But the repetition impressed the priKib as no testimonial 
from an archbishop could have done. It desided that 
there was something in it. The newspapers themselves 
have begun to use the method of repetition in advei;tis- 
ing. One’s eye is constantly met by the rhymes; 

The Dai/y Mail 

Million s'ale, 
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and the rival Daily News advertisament; 

• • • • 

All classes and ages 
Enjoy its bright jiagcs. 

No doubt these will be followed in time with : 


The Morning Post 
Is the butUr's boast. 

Political journaliAs, too, have learned that the easiest 
way to cast a spell is to repeat it au infinite number of 
times. Mr. Asquith’s downfall was prepared for by 
the damnable iteration of the phrase, “ Wait and see,” 
It did not matter to his enemies that the pfirase, as he 
used It, could bear no such construction as they put on 
it. The mass of readers forgot the occasion of its use. 
They wgre content to jeet* “ Wait and see,” and, the 
oftener they said it, the more they got*to like it and^to 
believe that it expressed the whole truth about Mr. 
Asquith’s statesmanship. Simikrly, Lord Haldane’s 
unpopularity only became populJr after a nilmber of 
unscrupulous journalists had” tatked’ spiritual home ’ ” 
till their ^ens ached. One sometimes wonders what 
proportion of the phrases that htlp to bring statesmen 
and parties down |jave any relation to fact. It seems 
at times as if one side had all the arguments and the 
other side had aU .tl^ phrases, and the phrases ulti¬ 
mately Vjn. Most peofJle remember how, some years 
ago, the Progressives were driven out of power in 
London by a hideqjrs poster in which ft monster with 
outstretched finger ingeminated “ It’s your money we 
want ” from every hoarding. London has never re¬ 
covered from the spell of that haunting face and phrase. 
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The other side, it mky he, got its revenge later in 
national politils with the Sentence, ‘ ‘ Your food will 
cost you mofe.” Yes, the phrase is omnipotent on both 
sides. Happy is^the side that has,the greediest phrases 
and that can repeat them the greatest number of times ! 

, Just at present a large section of the English Press is 
engaged in a campaign against nationalisation; and it is 
fighting it for the most part not by the method of argu¬ 
ment but by the method of repeated assertion. Day 
after day, in newspaper after newspaper, we find it as¬ 
serted that the war knocked the bottom out of nation¬ 
alisation. “ After our experience of 'nationalisation 
during the' war,” the leader-writers say, “ the public is 
not likely to be enamoured of it.” Frequently; they 
stop there. They know that if they drop this sugges¬ 
tion into a sufficient numbex' of ears a sufficient number 
of fimes, thousinds of people will begin to believe it. 
Even though it is contrary to fact, it will become for a 
large part of the stupi(l race of'man true. Thejoufnalist 
is in a measure a hypnotist: he works largely by sug¬ 
gestion. The hypnotVst in The Lost Leader murmurs 
“ Sleep ! Sleep ! Sleep ! ” till his patient’s head falls 
on the table. The ‘journalist wins his viJtwries by 
similar means. He repeats to the realler “ You know 
such-and-such a thing,” till the unfortunate reader does 
know it—or thinks he does. If regsfn, and not repeti¬ 
tion, played the chief pari inf forming public opinion, 
few men would by now remain unconverted to the 
principle of nationalisation. For oge thing, it was with 
a nationalised Army and a nationalised Navy lhat 
England helped to win the war. I havftnot yet met any 
journalist bold enough to protest against the national- 
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isation of the submarine, or to urge that fighting in the 
air should be left'to priVat^eilterprise. Tliere lyas until 
fairly recently still some scope fof private'enterprise in 
war by sea. Privateep„with letters of Inarque, remained 
a feature of sea-warfare until tftey were abolished in 
1856 by the Declaration of Paris. Similarly, private 
enterprise has* held an important place in land warfare 
in various ages. The condottieri of the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries raised troops in the same business 
spirit in which a theatrical manager now raises a touring 
company. So rapacious and incompetent were these 
“ private entdrprise ” soldiers that in the end States 
found it cheaper and more efficient to naticftialise their 
aanies. And in the recent war—or should one say the 
present war ?—it was found necessary to extend the 
principle of nationalisation in still other directions. 
Private enterprise in the matter of the'supply of njuni- 
tions and ^e supply of food threatened this island t^ith 
disaster, and had statesmen no^ introduced to .some 
extent—to too small an extend—the principle ofmationaf- 
isation and national control, thif end of the war would 
still be in the future even if some of the Allies had ngt 
actually*Had to throw down their arms. I have yet to 
discover any instance of State ownership,'State inter¬ 
ference, or State control during the war, which sane 
men would like gn public grounds to have seen ex¬ 
changed for private^citter)5rise. If there has been 
muddle and mismanagement, this is in many cases dtie 
to the fact that statesmen did not act in the spirit of 
natJonalisation, buf were compromising with private 
interests at eveiy turn. Nationalisation can be a success 
only if the men who manage a nation’s affairs believe 
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in nationalissijion. Apart from this, no intelligent man 
believes that hationalisatiori will suddenly put an end 
to the inefficiency of human beings. If one defends it, 
it is not because will give perfect results, bid because 
it will give better results than private enterprise. 
Governments will err like private individuals, but in a 
democratic State they are more likely to be amenable 
to public considerations than are private individuals. 
Onp thing was proved conclusively' during the war. 
Private enterprise unchecked and uncontrolled was so 
free from anything like a sense of public duty that men 
of all parties had to unite in setting bounds to it. Now 
that the compulsion of war has been removed, however, 
the private interests are raising their heads again, and 
are anxious to persuade the public that what they call 
“ nationalisation ” worked 'badly. The least that can 
be .said of it is that it worked infinitely better than 
private enterprise. It is ne 9 essary to point this out 
three times—it may be seventy times seven times—till 
the public sees that ii is t/ue. 
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A Dejence oj Parliament 

R etired generals are said to believe that 
ParliaiAent is not what it used to be. Probably 
(to adapt an old joke) it never was. Pa'rliament, 
to say* truth, has always been looked on with dis¬ 
respect both by the extreme reactionaries and the 
extreme revolutionaries. It Is only a number of quite 
moderate persons, with souls as shiny and inoffensive 
as hard-boiled eggs, who have ever been in the habit of 
referring to it as “ the palladium qf national liberties.” _ 
Crusty old gentlemen, when they fextol the dignity oft 
Parliament, are invariably thinking of the Parliament of 
a former generation. They look back on the Parliaments, 
of Pitt 0^ of Palmerston with ver*ration because they 
think that Parliameqf vvas then a highly exclusive club 
of well-behaved gentlemen, which has since been ruined 
by the incursion o< Nationalists and Labour men and 
by the pa'^ipent of membeA. Yhey forget the frequency 
of drunkenness, ill-temper, and vulgar behaviour in the 
old-time Parliament, “ I cannot see the ^Speaker, Hal, 
can you ? ” says Pitt in the famous squib. “ Not see 
the Speaker, Billy .? I see two,” replies Henry Dundas, 
his fellow-Mitiister. One of the best-known anecdotes 
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of the Houje of Commons, again, is that which tells how, 
during the debate on 'ihe peace with France in 1783, 
Pitt was so drunk(ithat he had to retire and be sick 
behind the Speaker’s chair,while Fox wSs speaking 
against him. History records that even during the ■ 
.contortions of sickness he kept an ear open for Fox’s 
arguments and afterwards returned to h's place and 
made an able speech in reply. Nor were scenes as 
reprehensible unknown in the nineteenth century. Sir 
(ieorge Rose, a country gentleman, one evening in a 
state of exhilaration called on the Speaker for a comic 
song. When he was asked to apologise, he said he 
would afiologise to no man, not even to King George, 
and certainly not to the little chap in the big wi^.-Mr. 
Michael MacDonagh, who relates these and many other 
fantous anecdotes in his hook on Parliament, reminds 
U5 that the House of Lords was not free from similar 
scenes. When Lord Brougham, as Lord Chancellor, 
war making a speegh in defence of the Reform Bill of 
. 1832 flom the Woolsack; he had five tumblers of mulled 
port, laced with brLidy, brought to him at intervals. 

. As the last glass was brought, a Tory peer exclaimed : 
“ There is another hulf-hour good for us, and be damned 
to him ! “ When,” continues Mr. MacDonagh, “ the 

Lord Chancellor came to his final sentence, ‘ I warn you, 

I implore you—yea, on my bended knees I supplicate 
you, reject not this Bill,’ he Itnelt on th^ Woolsack, 
whence he slipped to the floor, and his friends, rushing 
up to congratulate him, helped hjm to his feet again.” 
No, there is no use in pretending that the Parliaments 
of the past were incapable of degraded ccenes. Members 
even continued to suck oranges in the House of Commons 
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until the middle ofthe nineteenth century. No Labour 
Member has ever committed juch aft outr^ as this. 

Sentimentalism over the Parliaments of the oast,"how¬ 
ever, at the expense of the Parliament yf the present, 
would be merely a thing'to smile tat if it had aot in 
•recent years helped to add to the volume of feeling in 
favour of “ direct action.” Before the war, there were 
two bodies af opinion in fav«)ur of “ direct action.” 
There were the Syndicalists, who did not believe in the 
sanctity of any Parliament, and there were the followess 
of Mr. Bonar Law, who believed only in the sanctity of 
the Parliaments of the past. Mr. Bonar Law, by going 
over to Belfast, ttrought Jack Cade back into jjolitics. 
He raised ” direct action ” to heights of success that it 
had IfctTtnown since the days of the Land League. His 
contempt for Parliament has, from an opposite point of 
view, been endorsed by the more revolutionary elements 
in contemporary politics. When Parliament is despiseti, 
by men of Cftbinet Ministi^ rank, it is not likely to be 
reverenced by the plebs. And, imleed, by a curitfus 
irony of fate, the Front Benchers, wfio despised Parlia¬ 
ment when they were out of power, have continued to 
treat it with^something like contemj)t when in control 
of it. Parliament js now an organ of the Cabinet, in¬ 
stead of the Cabinet’* loping an organ of Parliament. 
England is governed by a cabal, not by a committee of 
the nation. Parliamftit fjirtunately shows some signs of 
reasserting i^elf. But, with a notorious “ direct action- 
ist ” sitting on the Woolsack, the atmosphere is not 
altogether favourable^to constitutionalisrr* in politics. 
The great need of ihe moment in politics in Western 
Europe is a revival*Df respect for Parliament, and to this 
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end it behoves not only Ministers, but members of all 
parties to roajie resppct of Parliament possible once more 
to an ftitelligent man. At present, even those who respect 
Parliament- as institution find it difficult to respect 
as a tiling in being, This is'a disastrous ahd ominous 
state of affairs. It can only give pleasure to those who 
•believe that the world is to be saved, not by orderly and 
rational means, but by a,series of violent (jitastrophes. 

Human society never took a more important step 
fprward than when it discovered in the art of conference 
a good working substitute for the art of fighting. In 
primitive days, when a man found another standing in 
his way, his instinct was to assassinate him, if possible, 
or, if necessary, to fight him. He ultimately found, 
however, that even fighting could not be depehded on 
as a means of annihilating his enemy. Many fights 
exhausted both sides lodg before a decisiojn could be 
peached, so that the parties had to meet in conference 
and come to terms. It slowly dawned on human beings 
that in civil affairs figljting was an unnecessary pre- 
liminaVy to a conference. A conference before the 
battle gave hopes of*’oeing, on the whole, as satisfactory 
as a conference after the battle. There was always a 
potential battle in foe background, but men* took it for 
granted, ‘like a theoretic battle fpugVt on a map, and 
decided it by counting the heads and the other resources 
on both sides. They conferred ai the understanding 
that the strength of each side was known apd’that there 
was no need to put it to the test of bloodshed. It was a 
long time, hpwever, before men (ound it easy to fall in 
with this extremely convenient arrangement. Many 
men have a native passion,,not for cstnpromise, but for 
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supreme power.* Kings, barons, and “ commoners ” 
have all aimed at it in their time | and to>day we have 
what is called tlie “ class-conscious minority* of the 
proletariat ” aiming at it. In a wofld t^at has witnessed 
the excesses of wouM-be supren^ kings in the seven¬ 
teenth century, of would-be supreme landlords in the 
eighteenth century, and of would-be supreme mand- 
facturers i» the nineteenth «entury, it is impossible to 
be surprised at the rise of a would-be supreme prole¬ 
tariat in the twent'ieth century. In so far as the prole¬ 
tariat is infected by this disturbing passion, however, 
it is merely a new incarnation of the Cxsars that have 
gone before it* It is deliberately choosing t^e ancient 
settlement by violence rather than the more civilised 
setdeSient by conference. It is declaring war on reason 
and deifymg triumph. It is rushing back to the romantic 
passions pf the Wars of the Roses and of the Civil War. 

If one believed that Utopia could be suddenly apd 
permanently’ established sby catastrophes of this kind, 
one could not reasonably object to them. But I fitid it 
difficult to believe in the immediate perfectibility of 
man as the result of any political victory whatever. 
Even the most successful revolution would speedily havS 
to reverf to th| machinery of bonference^, and this 
machinery of confean^e would have to take account of 
the will not only of the class-conscious minority (whether 
rich or poor) but»of pvery jjody of citizens which is 
educated qiough to be organised. There already exists 
in England and all free countries a Parliament which 
can easily be made n|e of for the purpose of thus express¬ 
ing the general will. The English worker has only to 
say the word at i^eneral ejection, and he can nationalise 
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the mines, have universities built to iccommodate the 
entire youth of the country , an^ if h^ wished to do it, 
even set up a Guild Socialist Republic. Perhaps he 
(jould not go'quite so far as the last step without produc¬ 
ing the«“ direct action ” of a doufiter-revolution. But 
without producing this result he could certainly go a 
long way towards transforming the face of England. 
Yet some men who are in theory deibocsats appear 
to have given up the hope of ever persuading the worker 
to (make what they would call proper use of his vote. 
They call on him to grasp at Utopia, not with a vote, 
but with a revolution. They believe that in the heat of 
a general election he is likely to show himself a fool, but 
that in the heat of a general revolution he will show him¬ 
self a sage and a statesman. Alas,bothatgeneralelec(tOns 
and in revolutions, human beings have almost universally 
shown themselves to be largely fools. To judge from 
history there is no reason to believe that they are less 
likely to be tricked in a revolution than at an election. 

• Parliament, indeed; can never hope to be a congress 
'of a nation’s best wisdom. Neither can even the most 
idealistic revolutionary committee. Each has ulti- 
'mately to carry along with it the will of the average man, 
and it is bound to be hampered by the average man’s 
shortcomings in intelligence, eduaation, steadiness of 
purpose, and public spirit. In democratic countries, 
that statesman best serv,es his^pebple who ennobles 
Parliament by ennobling the purposes of the average 
man. This he can do by infecting him with the example 
of public spirit by holding up befojp his eyes the brazen 
serpent of justice, and by collaborating with him in the 
task of raising the coming generation to a level of edu- 
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cated intelligence that will enable it to discover the 
secret of a finer oivilisation? If Parliam&it is rriferely to 
reflecUhis or that politiciari's lovefcf powe^ the average 
man will turn from i^ as^an instrument of trickery whefl 
it ought to attract him as an fhstrument of' human 
progress. If it cannot respond sensitively, indeed, both 
to his needs and to his sense of justice, he will come to 
regard it impatiently as a mere obstruction invented by 
babblers. The average socialist is not among those 
who deride discussion as a means of arriving at a solu¬ 
tion of the problems of the hour. It is hard to think of 
any other means by which one mind can co-operate 
freely with another in the settlement of these*problems. 
It seems clear enough that the babbling Parliament of 
Engfand was a more efficient and speedy instrument for 
furthering the welfare of sooiety than the silent buteau- 
cracies ofTsarist Russia. At the same tune, Parliamjnt 
must beconjf the mouthpiece of a nation instead of tJie 
mouthpiece of an accidentally victorious Cabinet i£ the_ 
average citizen is to turn to it with either hope sr trust.* 
It should be the organ of the nation’s free speech. In 
this way only can it arrive at a working solution of th» 
nation’s piablems. If it takes advantage of a temporary 
triumph at the piblls to convert itself into a’gag or an 
impediment, men will Have none of it. Parliament can 
only be defended a^ an immense convenience. It is not 
in itself sacrosanct. M?n would be fools to thrdV away 
hastily the*most convenient political instrument ever 
devised. But if even the most perfect instrument is 
misused and bluntfld and otherwise injured, there 
comes a time whqp it will be thrown on the scrap-heap. 
It is time for ouistitutionallsts to take thought. 
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The Public Mon 

I T is impossible to speak with the same voice in 
public as in private. It is physically impossible, 
but it is more than that—it is also artistically 
impossible. Queen Victoria used to complain^ that 
Gladstone—or was it Bright ?—addressed he- as though 
she yvere a public meeting.i To address a public meeting 
as^though one were talking to a private acquaintance 
would cause still deeper resptments. A_|publie man 
cannot step down into such intimacy save at his peril. 
tHis thoughts on th; platform are not entirely his own 
thoughts. He has r.'easured them on a bed of Pro- 
*crustes before allowing them to appear, and offers them 
to the public only in standard shapes and patterns. He 
is not necfcssarily insincere, but neither is he free to say 
all he believes. He speaks in a measure as a represen¬ 
tative, a mouthpiece, an echo. Hejs almost more con¬ 
cerned to find out what other people think than what 
he himself thinks. His creed, if he is a more or less 
honest man, is some sort of a compromise between this 
and that. If he is a dishonest man, he thinks what he 
thinks the public thinks with unconjpromising single- 
mindedness. In neither c^'e does he claim, as a man of 
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letters or a man of science claims, the right to free play 
of the mind. Notfin public? at*anyjrate. 'iJo statesman 
at the head of a great party in pcwer couM set down 
everythin^in his min 4 without fear or favour as Shelley," 
say, or Darwin did. That is why*the literary tempera¬ 
ment is so often hostile to the political. The man of 
letters wants to^see a new world produced as though it 
were as simple a matter as writing a new poem. He 
regards statesmen 'like Sir Robert Peel as men who 
approach the great problems of society in the spirit of 
the old fellows who before the war used to go about the 
streets crying, • Old chairs to mend ! Any old chairs 
to mend I ” And, indeed, in the past there "has been 
soroejustification for the attitude of the man of letters. 
The majovity of statesmen have been little better than 
predestinate menders of old ahairs ; some of them pan- 
not be saifl to have fulfilled even so positive a function 
as that. Anjhow, they h^ve lived little in the world of 
ideas. A statesman is not in the nature of things allowed 
to dally with an idea until it has grown to maturity. He • 
is not an originator, a sower of sead. His task is rather 
the application of other men’s ideas on which the public, 
has graduidty accustomed itself toJook without terror. 
It is often the fuflction of the man of letters’to terrify 
the public ; it is the pikt of the statesman who comes 
after him to soothe jt. When Thackeray got Ruskin to 
write a few articles on* the flementary econolhics of 
justice for ^he CorMll Magazine, so great was the 
terror of the public that the series had to be discontinued. 
In the course of timf, however, they were published in 
the volume called,[/nto this Last, and by this time they 
have probably, found their .way into every bishop’s 
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palace in England. They may even be said to have 
found their wiy into^he'Stltutt Booh, Who more than 
John Ruskin prepared the way for old age pensions and 
ihe more humane legislation pi ,recent years, such as 
public men fifty or' sixty years ago would have de¬ 
nounced as ruin and revolution ? 

The man of letters is, as a rule, from half a century to 
two centuries ahead of the official statesman. Words¬ 
worth is fuller of political wisdonf for our day than 
William Pitt, and statesmen of the present century will 
learn more about statesmanship from Swift and Dr. 
Johnson than from Walpole and even Chatham. Gold¬ 
smith was quoted as good politics during Mr. Lloyd 
George’s land campaign, and Sterne pleaded for the 
abolition of slavery more than a generatio'S'before it 
won ^he assent of a Prime Minister. What could be a 
more fascinating subject of research than the literary 
origins—or at least anticipatijins—of social^pd political 
changes ? One of the most inadvertently amusing 
, passages in Fanny Burney’s Diary is that in which she 
records that she had (been reading The Vicar of Wake- 
Jield (which had just been published) and had been 
considerably shocked by some of the reformisttendencies 
of the bobk. Goldsmith, she wrote,'-" advances many 
very bold and singular opinionk; for example, he avers 
that murder is the sole crime for wihich death ought to 
be the 'punishment. He ^oes even farther, and ventures 
In affirm that all our laws in regard to pbnalties and 
punishments are all too severe. This doctrine might 
be contradicted from the very essSiice of our religion— 
Scripture; for ... in the Bible—jn Exodus parti¬ 
cularly—death is commanded by God Himself, for 
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many crimes besides murder. But this aytjior shows in 
all his works a love of pdcul*ari?y, *d of making origin¬ 
ality of character in others ; and therefore I,am not sur¬ 
prised he possesses itihimself.” Fanny Burney Jierself" 
no doubt, belonged to the company of men of letters 
rather than of statesmen, but in her remarks on Gold*- 
smith and sapitel punishmeijt she spoke like a Home 
Secretary. “ In Exodus particularly ”—can we not see 
the argument pressed forward from the ministerial 
bench, eyeglasses waved in a gesture of conclusiveness ? 

I do not mean to suggest that Cabinet Ministers are 
much given to theology except when playing a tennis of 
perorations with the Kaiser, but their appeals to prece¬ 
dent ^Iid their excuses for the thing that is are scarcely 
more relevant. They think first and foremost of keep¬ 
ing somi sort of order in tile commonv^ealth, whereas 
the poetic mind is concerned rather with bringing ab^ut 
a better orckr in the commonwealth. The poets wel¬ 
come the disturbance of ideas, wjiereas the statesmen, 
are distressed by any sort of disturbance whatever.* 
They may further it when in opposition, but when in 
power they possess themselves once more of the leading 
platitudes'about law and order. ‘Even a platitude, it 
may be maintained, js an act of homage to the intellect. 
It is the imitation of an idea. Perhaps it would be 
nearer the truth to<ies(j:ibe it.as the forlorn ghost of an 
idea. The public man §oes on to the platform en¬ 
compassed by a cloud of these ghosts. That is why the 
man of letters, who regards platitudes ^ snares and 
enemies of the soul^ has in many centuries so unjustly 
railed against him. 

It is not that the public man does noj say many true 
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things in thft cpurse of his sgeech-malung. It is that his 
enemies suspect hint of not SMking the truth for dis¬ 
interested ends. His official platitude is simply an 
official .attitude. If ^e speakj of justice, liberty, and 
democracy he speaks of them in such a way that they 
^em merely to be elements in the pomp of an official 
utterance. The public n>an is concerned not with 
infecting us with the passion for righteousness, but with 
m^Jting out a case. He will play upon our passion for 
righteousness in order to persuade us to accept his case, 
but his first object is to carry his policy through, and 
that policy is in the very nature of the c 3 se the result of 
a compromise with all manner of selfish interests and 
backstairs influences. It may be a noble polic/ er an 
ignoble policy ; in either event it must hif^e come to 
terms with m?ny vested Interests as well as^ with the 
claims of the ideal before it is permitted to take its place 
in the programme of a political party. And the worst 
,of public men is that, they make almost the same sort of 
'speech Whether the "policy they advocate is a good or a 
bad one. Scripture ^as lavished as freely on one side 
ts on the other in the great debate on slavery. The 
public man always 'appears as the ajjy of virtue, the 
swordsman of liberty, the patrpn pf God, the shocked 
disciple of the ideal. The shocked expression is one of 
the everlastingly indispensably requirements of the 
public man. A public man spends his life, pretending 
to be shocked by the conduct of his opponents. We had 
a perfect exaipple of this during tl^g war in the reply of 
Dr. Solf, the German Colonial Mimster, to Mr. Balfour. 
Dr. Solf’s speech, in its smooth self-complacency—I 
mean national, not personal, self-complacency—reads 
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almost like a parody on public oratory. To read it with 
any kind of detaohment ww t« be^mused 4 )y it ps one is 
amused by the speeches of Sir Willoughby Patterne or 
of Broadjjent. One^rejpiced to find the eternal comedy 
of the pretentiousness of the pid)lic man in Dr. SolPs 
announcement that “ Germany is the only Power which 
has definitely adopted the demilitarisation of Africa’as 
one of her wa^ aims,” and*that “ the time must come 
when oppressed Jiuman nature will revolt against the 
false doctrines of hatred threatening to suffocatf the 
innermost human affinities.” But the comedy became 
almost too tejrrible, too Swiftian, when Dr. Solf went 
on to speak of all those German soldiers wjio lost their 



thovjsands to whom the sacrifice was a light thing, 
because they believed tSey were lo^ng nothing, that 
out of the mountain of sorrow, out of all the want 
and pain, a better world would arise which #ould 
ensure a peace of safety to their children and 
children’s children, and md^al goodwi]) between, 
peoples. 

Never did a satirist conceive an instance of irony more 
bitter than that a German statesman shcjuld expound* 
the Prussian wortd-»hambles in terms of a sentimental 
longing for a better world and goodwill among men. 
And yet we neeS nc* l^o t»o severe on Dr. ^olf. That 
speech (Jf his has been made on behalf of all bad causes 
from the beginning of the world—at least since the 
beginning of th» government of the world by oratory. 
There is little oratory that has not an element of hum^ 
bug in it. ^very public* man is to some extent an actor. 
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He is lucky if he is not occasioiislly cast for the part of 
Tartuff^. ' I ( I , 1 

What, then, is th^ reasonable attitude to adopt to 
public men and politics ? Are we^ to remain^detached 
and selWghteous spectators, amused by the comedy 
of makebelieve ? It is only a superficial mind that could 
think so. To be detached as regards some of the wilder 
fancies of partisanship is tommendabli’ enough, and 
men of letters will do well not to fetter their minds with 
the formula; of this or that party. But there is little to 
be praised in the cynical air of superiority with which 
some people wash their hands of parties ,and group all 
public men, together as public nuisances. After all, the 
public man is only nine-tenths a humbug. Behind ajl 
the give-and-take of clkhis and platitudes agjj cyi^als 
to God and freedom, a ver^ real war is being waged, 
and the cause fot-which the war is being waged is, with¬ 
out jsiking, the liberty of mankind. Which side is fight¬ 
ing for liberty one can rarely telf from the speeches, but 
there 4 re other evidences. We test these by our own 
st&ndards''of principle or self-interest, and choose our 
flag, as the orators wo^d say, accordingly. After all, 
the thinkers and the men of letters may origirKite ideas 
for a better )vorld, but it is the public'men to whom 
ultimately falls the task of giving effccf to them. Hence a 
good man need not be ashamed of throwing himself into 
the wordy wars of party pnlitjcs! Has not Burke in 
Thoughts on the Causes of the Present Discontent written 
the vindication'of the party man for ever: 

I remember an old scholastic aphori|m which says, 
“ thayhe man who lives wholly detached/rom others 
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must be either afl angbl or a devil.” When I see in 
any of these (feTach?d gentlemen of*o»ir times the 
angelic purity, power, and beneficence, I shall admit 
them to be angels. In the meantime, ave are borq 
only tol)e men. VVe shall do mough if we form our¬ 
selves to be good ones. It is therefore our business 
carefully to cultivate in our minds, to rear to the moSt 
perfect vigovjj" of maturity, every sort of generous 
and honest feeling that belongs to our nature. To 
bring the dispositions that are lovely in private life 
into the service and conduct of the Commonweahh ; 
so to be patriots, as not to forget we are gentlemen. 
To cultivate^friendships, and to incur enmities. To 
have both strong but both selected—in tjie one, to 
be placable; in the other, immovable. To model our 
pisiSQples to our duty and our situation. To be fully 
persuaci(?d that all virtue which is impracticable is 
spuridus ; and rather to run the risl^ of falling into 
faults m a course which leads us to act with effect 
and energy, than to loiter out our days without blafhe, 
without use. Public life is a situation of power 
and energy; he trespasses against his dgty who 
sleeps upon his watch as well as he that goes over to 
the enemy. 

Burke’s eloquenee, it is amusing to remumber, was 
directed against thh formation of a sort of English 
national party which should stand self-righteously above 
party politics. His defonce Of party politics isias inter¬ 
esting to-dSy as it was in the reign of George III. Party 
politics and public men may be all that their severest 
critics say of thenk But what alternative instruments 
have yet been devised for the furtherance of social well¬ 
being and thf security of the liberties of men and 



The Passion of Labour 

women ? At the same time,' it is legitimate to look 
forward hopefully to a tlmi when public men will be 
bold in ideas as well as in rhetoric. If this does not 
arrive qjiickfy, indeed, there is' a danger that<-European 
civilisation may platifudinise itself back into the chaos 
oi the Dark Ages. 



XIII 

The Return of Good Humour 

T he world is crying out just now for a return of 
good humour. Few people know what it is that 
they want, but, as the common jelt says, they 
woaJJje happy till they get it. One finds on all sides, 
however, > desire to get back from a world in which it 
was a duty to kill and a part of disci[)line to rude. 
The purpose of war is to break the will of one’s enemies. 
The meai» include, a»ong other things, breaking the 
will of one’s fellow-countrymen. During war v\(e live 
in an atmosphere of drill-sergeants, and the drill- 
sergeant is seldom a’disciple the courtesies of Beau 
Nash. He swears, he bullies, he treats the men under 
him as fCough^they were enemies of the human race. 
Even the soldier dpin|; sentry duty has no time to waste 
on polite flourishes. He never says “ please ! ” He is 
more likely to larrel |iis Jiayonet at you than to salute 
you. He^s there to give’orders, not to exchange compli¬ 
ments ; and, if you do not submit your will to hist he 
has even, in certain circumstances, the right to put a 
bullet in you. I^us war may be descnbed as a system 
of universal coercion in which the desire to charm or 
persuade yiJur neighbouss has to ^ive way to the 
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necessity of forcing them to obey orders. Society 
becomes'^a pyb'mid of tyibniiiestbroad'-based upon the 
people’s submissiveness. The spirit of tyranny is, un¬ 
fortunately, infectious, and it is entirely opposed to that 
spirit of good-humoui<-which implies a certain ease as 
among equals. The war had not been going on long 
when the level of good-humour fell, as though the soul 
of the world had sprung a leak. Tyranny spread like 
the influenza. Bus conductors became tyrants. Rail¬ 
way porters became tyrants. Waiters became tyrants. 
Taxi-drivers became tyrants. Even grocers became 
tyrants. Some people imputed this to- “ nerviness ” 
due to the shortage of fats. Men would be less tyrants, 
we were told, if they had more butter. A little b%er is 
a dangerous thing. It may be, for all we knn>>', tnat the 
tyrannies of which history rells have been largely the 
result of an inability to obtain or (alternatively) to digest 
fats; Many of the proverbs associate fat ,with good 
nature. I fancy, however, that even a fat man could not 
become a drill-sergeaut without losing a little of his 
geniality. He would al^o, no doubt, lose a considerable 
amount of his fat, which might be the real cause of his 
deterioration. But, ir any case, he could nbt remain 
sweet Jack 'Falstaff, kind Jack Falst^, plump Jack 
Falstaff. He would become, instead. Sergeant Falstaff, 
a man of bitter words and a fiery eye. And war makes 
sergeants uf us all. It makes our blood boil angrily 
against enemies, neutrals, and our fellow-countrymen 
alike. When the boiling-point is reached we call it 
patriotism. ' 

After five years of boiling blood, it (s by no means 
easy to recover our normal femperature again. Many 
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people do not even re^d it as desirable. They still 
want to settle everythipg'Sn S rage. Th^ hatfe grown 
so accustomed to looking on ragfe as a virtue that they* 
feel that^hey couldtnot fall back into the^ood humour 
natural to sane human beings without sinking in the 
moral scale. They will not come down from their 
pedestals ^of wrath to mingle with the old easy-going 
crowd. They have learnedTo enjoy playing the part of 
Bombastes Furicfto, and are not in the mood to retire 
from the limelight into the minor part of an or(Snary 
Christian. People of this kind are happily in the 
minority. Tlje bus conductor is no longer a murderer 
in his heart, as he (or she) was during the last two years 
of the war. There was a bus conductor—a lady—during 
the' last year of the war who prevented a friend of mine 
from getting into a bus ii^ which there was obviously 
room. Seeing her later at the terminus, he went up to 
reproach her indignantly. “ Why did you prevent me* 
from getting on that bus ? " he demanded. She looked 
at him witheringly : “ ’Cause 1‘didn’t like t^e look'pf 
you ! ” she replied. . I cannot deny that his conspira¬ 
torial hat and well-fed appeardlice gave him the air of a 
Jesuit psspagandist. But in pejce-time it is not per¬ 
mitted to bus cSnductors to bully even those whom they 
suspect of being Je’suils. The most that is allowed them 
by way of insult ij a stage aside or the innuendo of a tune 
whistled into the air.* WSrchanges the tone*jf popular 
insults. Malice takes the place of the cheerful impu¬ 
dence of the music-halls. Luckily, thousands of the 
soldiers never entirely lost the impudente of the music- 
halls, and, now^that they have returned to civilian life, 
they are bringing back with them some of the old good- 
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humour. A number of letter^ have appeared in the 
papers iomplhifaing of tht bthayiour Of the drivers of 
’motor-buses, and denouncing them as though they were 
demons. I cannot agree, howetKr,(that there is any ill- 
nature in the furious driving that is now so common in 
the streets. There is more in it of exhilaration than of 
rage. The bus-driver, it must be admitted,,is not the 
most considerate of men to^those who w/ish him to pull 
up elsewhere than at the orthodox stopping-places. 
But that is because he regards them as unjustifiably 
spoiling his sport. He does not hate them or try to run 
them down. He flies past them in the best of tempers. 
A year ago>he would have wished to kill them. Even, 
however, if we take the sourest view of the behaviour of 
the drivers, the returning tide of good huiqpur'aSiong 
the conductors more than makes up for it. The greatest 
asset of London has always been its good humour. It 
'was'the natural capital of Dickens and Charles Lamb. 
Lacking its good humour, it would be one of the most 
uninhabitable of cities? Who would live amid the buzz 
of eight million spites i , 

We too easily forget that good humour is, after all, 
the crown and the mpst lasting of the virtue^. There 
are no great vices save those which ard'the enemies of 
good humour, such as cruelty, meanness, and all forms 
of crabbed egoism. It is arguable, indeed, that when 
the great ‘teachers of the tVorld speak of “ love ” and 
“ oharity,” they mean for the most part good humour 
or good nature. When we are told to love our enemies 
we regard it as'an impracticable par. dox, because we 
know that no man can love an enemy ii^ the same sense 
in which he loves his children; It ought to be possible, 
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however, even in one’s ifelations with an enemy, never 
entirely to lose hdd of ^o5 nature. Histofy will record 
with delight ten thousand instahces of good nature 
between ejiemies in the secent war, but of the still mor» 
numerous instances of ill-nature >e can expect nothing 
better than a pleasureless palliation. When Paul the 
Apostle praised charity as the greatest of the virtues, he 
was but praising good natur^in its highest form. This 
is not to diminisft the other virtues. It is merely to 
emphasise the fact that without good humour evendove 
of truth or love of country becomes half a vice. There 
is no use in pretending that good humour itself com¬ 
prehends all the virtues. Just as courage wirfiout good 
humour is a body without a soul, so is good humour 
without courage a soul without a body—a vapour, a 
wandering nothing, a smile {vithout a mouth. But it is 
good humour alone that makes the virtues sociable*, and 
fit companions for men ^d children. Shakespeare was 
the dramatist of good humour as Mozart was its 
musician. Each of them saw with*the profound wi/dom_ 
of genius that all passtpns were waste that did not ulti¬ 
mately come to harbour in goofl humour. As early as 
Romeo amf Juliet, and as late a^ Cymheline and THe 
Tempest, Shake^Jieare wrote under the spell of that 
good nature that bring* reconciliation out of hatred and 
crime. “ Pardon’s the word for all,” says Cymbeline. 
It is the most conspicubus Ivflrd in the ethics of Shakes¬ 
peare. Aifd has not Mozart moralised the end of even 
so (jomparatively trivial an opera as The Seraglio with 
that fine song containing the lines : 

If I fprget this noble deed 

May Heaven fid, me in my need ? 
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Good humour streams in these'imes into a world hitherto 
ruled By hatteS, revenge', arfd tjhe desire of bloodsiied. 

It would be difBcuit to maintain that good humour is 
the presiding deity in all the geeattworks of But it 
is unquestionable that the spirit of pity which leads to 
reconciliation has been conspicuously present in litera¬ 
ture from the earliest time. Homer and Euripides were 
ennobled with it centuries before Shakespeare and 
Mozart. They never showed themselves greater than 
wh®i they sorrowed with the sorrows of their country’s 
enemies, as in the sixth book of the Iliad and The Trojan 
Women. Without pity literature would be no more than 
a savage’s book of anecdotes, and pity is good humour’s 
sad sister. 

If any statesman wishes to deserve well of his country 
or the world just now he cannot do better than take as 
his chief aim the restoration of good humour to politics. 
It is not suggested that, in reply to the cry of suffering, 
he should assume a jaunty air and offer quips as a sub¬ 
stitute for justice. Rather, he must discover the condi¬ 
tions on which human beings can,live in good humour— 
in charity, as the Prayer Book says—with one another, 
and guide his politics accordingly. He must in the 
meanwhile feel good-humoured himself and not sus¬ 
picious in presence of other countries and other classes 
than his own. He must not lose hold on his good nature 
as he thinks of Russians orlfishtnen or working-men or 
Americans. There is no political problem Which can¬ 
not be solved by good nature. Good nature, however, 
is the rarest of'virtues, whether in thtiPress or in Parlia¬ 
ment. We have rarely sufficient good nature even to 
give our opponent the benefit of a clear statement of his 
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case. We want to condeikn our opponents, not to under¬ 
stand them. Hence it ^isSmiJossible to’lArn f/om the 
ordiniry English newspaper what is happening in 
Russia, or why this or tjiat body of workeas has struck? 
or what kind of reception Mr. r)c Valera is getting in 
America. Instead, we get bitter and uninforming dia¬ 
tribes. How one longs for a good-humoured statement 
of facts, even iT*they seem tb cast a doubt on some of 
one’s own conclus.’ions ! But the fact of the matter is, 
we have not the good humour to face facts. Hence the 
misunderstandings between nations and between classes. 
The basest sorts of journalism and politics thrive on 
such misunderstandings, and they are hardly likely to 
abancjpn their trade. The good-humoured, on the other 
hand, are often nervous of giving offence to the ill- 
humourpd, just as nine peojjle out of tei^ give way to a 
bad-tempered man. And so the ill-humoured have far 
more than their fair share in the government ofjthe 
world. They frighten ordinary people, including 
governments. The world will not be saved till the ^mi- 
humoured people organise. And then, when they are 
strong, will they themselves 4iot feel ill-humoured 
against the .ill-humoured people ? If they do, all is lost. 
There is no tyraiftiy so dead that revenge will not bring 
it to life again. An "Sll^iumoured proletariat would be 
but a many-headed re-incamation of an ill-humoured 
despot. 
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The Importance of Forgetting History 

I T would be an excellent thing if on at least one day 
in the year human beings could forget that they are 
a rate with a past. There is much to be said for 
having a past, but we are too apt to shuffle along groan¬ 
ing under it, like an old woman under a heavy sack. We 
carry not only^our pedigree but our sins a'oout.with us. 
And'not only our own sins, but our fathers’ and our 
grandfathers’ and our great-grandfathers’ sins. We 
scarcely feel free to move, with this inferhal hump of 
misery on our shoulders. We accustom ourselves to 
travelling at a snail's pace, and we come in the end to 
regard this as evident: of wisdom. The conservative 
instinct which is strong in all of us is mainly a sort of 
pride in the burden that is weighing us down. “ Throw 
it into the ditch,” says the revolutionist, “ and you will 
be able to walk faster.” The conservative opens his 
eyes newously and clutditfs.his load the tighter. He 
has become attached (in every sense) to his kurden. To 
him it is something more than a weight: it is a weight 
of glory. It includes the family tret^as well as the family 
skeleton, and it is stuffed with achievements to a still 
greater extent than with failures. Ev4n for the failures. 
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however, he has a fondrtws. rney are 
of tfc treasures, and, b|sicie8^hi8, they 
mell^ richness with age as bad Wd pi< 
idea of lading so pteAotw abuidctv down ttl OtuO 
to be able to walk faster seems the conservative as 
n>ad a thing as ever entered the head of Simple SimcSi. 
It would bj like a rich man’s committing suicide in order 
to save the cost of living. Yo the conservative—I do 
not use the word !n the party sense—the chief object in 
life is not to advance quickly towards anywhere iifpar¬ 
ticular, but to keep close to his sack of treasures. If he is 
permitted he will stay where he is, and, if he moves at all, 
he prefers to move slowly backwards, sack omshoulders, 
towarjis a Golden Age of reaction. To the revolutionist 
such a man seems to be as mad and selfish as a miser 
among his coins. The rev^olutionist wjjl never be at 
rest whiU there is a lost continent of Atlantis to dis¬ 
cover. He, too, may be trying to recover something*out 
of the past,*but he at least wishes to go swiftly in sg^rch 
of it, free from the impediments af tradition. , ' 

Probably everybody,will agree that the human race is 
immensely a debtor both to its conservative and its 
revolutionary instincts. To the, former it owes its 
fortune of memJries, its tradition of manners ; to the 
latter it owes all those desperate speculations which led 
men to hoist a sheet of cloth and allow the wind to blow 
them out to the unkndw#'parts of the sea, and which 
assured thlm that one day they would be able to fly 
between the clouds and the stars and to live without fear 
in the same worljJ—even in the same bouse—with a 
voting woman. Legends such as that of Icarus are tales 
told by conseryafives about revolutionists. They are in 
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a large ^measure true tales. IKiey are awful warnings, 
and there are'fdw awful whrnfn^ whidi history h^ not 
fulfilled ag^n and a^ain. The history of the Trench 
Revolution was, from one point of view, merely a new 
version of the story ofilcarus. To the conservative it is 
an immortal argument against permitting such things 
to recur. He has added the history of the French Revo¬ 
lution to his load of precedents. He treasures it as a 
check on faith. He would slay the faith of the young 
and Imprudent with a story about guillotines. He can¬ 
not resist a certain feeling of satisfaction when M. 
Trotsky foreshadows the re-erection of the guillotine in 
Russia. It pleases him that even revolutions should act 
according to precedent. There would be somethiug un¬ 
seemly to his mind in breaking away from the examples 
of history. I {lonfess I haye the greatest reverence for 
histo^, but I do not believe in making oneself a slave 
to it in this fashion. Why neei}. we be so certain that the 
same thing is going to happen over and ovVr and over 
again' ? _When the Germans were advancing in Poland 
in the second year of the war, w^ were reminded by the 
historical that Napoled.i had advanced into Russia a 
hundred years ago, ^and that the further "he had ad¬ 
vanced the further he had progressed ‘Jong the road to 
ruin. This we were asked to aceept as an omen for the 
present time. What had happened to Napoleon was 
bound to" happen to the Oe^mafis. Even the Germans 
cculd not, it was thought, have the indecendy to violate 
a notable chapter of history. It was generjly forgotten 
that to fight Russia from Berlin in an,age of railways was 
a very different matter from fighting Russia from Paris 
in an age in which armies, had to depend on oxen and 
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mu^ for transport. tV parallel in Napoleoific times 
was itfar enough to be^ interestii^, but it was not near, 
enougn to be worth^bui^ding on. Nor is there anything 
to be gained from drawing too close a parallel just now 
between the French and the Russian Revolutions wl^le 
the diredtion the latter is going to take is still uncertain. 
The only reasonable faith for the supporter of a revolu¬ 
tion that is still iiv progress is that it is going to be unlike 
any other revolution. It would scarcely be worth l^egin- 
ning a revolution unless the revolutionists believed this. 
Every revolution in the past has failed to accomplish the 
best that was Voped from it because the mas^s of human 
beings are as changeable as the wind, and because the 
consfknt will of those who are determined to keep what 
they have outstays the inconstant will of those who have 
been disturbed out of the commonness Sf their days by 
the gleam of a visionary world. It is easier for hujnan 
beings to lieep going on\he ground than in the air. We 
are creatures of prose and property. Human nat«tre,it 
has been said, like water, seeks its lowest level.* Accord¬ 
ing to the cynics, it will always^do so. The cynic makes 
a generalisation of the world’s disappointments and sets 
it up as a law. ^e rejoices in thS failures of history as 
though they were suepesses of his own wit. He would 
like to write across the future a jeering “ I told you so.” 
For the future his nc^ secrets from him : i^ is simply 
the past cpming in at the other side of the stage. The 
historian will perhaps quarrel with us for associating 
him with the cynic. He will deny that t^e cynical inter¬ 
pretation of histof^ is either the only one or the true one 
He will remind «s that hi^f ory is a book of golden deeds 
as well as a catklogue of a thousand and, one fiascos. He 
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will jusfly pr(jt8st that to icoi<fthe lesfons of histiw is 
I to scorn the lessons experieKe and is the aot of a 
greenhorn father than of an intjelli^'ent idealist. I will 
concede'this. I do not wish to dispute with (hose who 
fiijd in history a lesson*! I object only to those who find 
in it an infallible prophecy. Let us by all m/ans have 
every historical parallel wo can imaging," bur let us re¬ 
member also that in real life nothing ei/er happens twice 
and tJiat circumstances alter the best of parallels. To 
forget this is the worst kind of fatalism. It is to believe 
not merely in destiny but in doom. No one who held 
such a beliff could ever commit himself whole-heartedly 
to a cause. He would regard his cause as defeated before 
he had lifted a hand to help it. He would see the future 
spread out before him, a broken image of ntan’s desires, 
and, though fie might be' filled with pity, he could 
hardly be filled with enthusiasm. No one could feel 
enthusiastic for the Russian Revolution if ha believed it 
was going to be simply a replica of the French Revolu¬ 
tion. Ilf fact, it was'Only when people began to be un- 
enthusiastic about the,.Russian'Revolution that they 
began to talk much about the French paralj|l. Clearly 
the Russians may vei^ well learn a gre^t deal from their 
French forerunners, but the on^ thing they would be 
mad to learn would be the necessity of their ultimate 
failure. can avoid ffRurejby avoiding the causes 
of failure. Revolutions have failed in the p^st because, 
like despotisms, they have left people feeling more in¬ 
secure instead pf more secure. The only revolution that 
can last is the revolution that brings security. It is mani¬ 
festly a most difficult thing tp achieve «n the morrow of 
a general unse^tlement. ‘But history Wms us that 
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without it even the mo8t\roi{iising revolution v/ill have 
to mSke way at least tepporarily for some Napoleon or 
Bourboh to take hisiturn at government. To read this 
warning ki history need not depress revoAitiouists. It 
is not a prophecy of disaster, bit a reminder that the 
faith of Moctrinaires is not enough. To this must be 
added the faith of buildiys and collaborators and 
reconcilers. , 

It is not, however, in regard to the Russian Revolu¬ 
tion that the drawers of historical parallels seem to me 
most capable of evil just now. The cynics are already 
hard at work iuggesting that, as there is no precedent 
for a successful League of Nations, a real’League of 
Natiflns now has no chance of coming into being. They 
feel that, hewever horrible they may seem at the time, 
all wari are conducted and ended with a certain decorum, 
and that'the only decorous ending to a modern European 
war is sorr^pthing on thtflines of the Congress of Vifonaf* 
That is respectable : it has happened before. Comjtapd 
with it, the League of Nations iS^n idealistia parvenu. 
I do not say that all who disbelieve in the coming of the 
League of Nations have this snobbish regard for prete- 
dent. They acquiesce in precedunts rather than idolise 
them. They would as soon believe in a League of 
Nations as not. All Aat is the matter with them is that 
they are slaves ofcthe accopjplished fact, and among the 
millions ^f accompliaeti facts which are recorded in 
history there is no mention of a League of Natifins. 
There are, no doubt, hints and preliminary sketches of 
such a League iif various international agreements of the 
past. But history quite^ definitely informs us that a 
true democratic congress asd covenant of the nations has 
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never yft existpi. It is unjrec/Sented, and the chronicle 
of past events no mor^justifies in expecting its^tab- 
Ijshment than the sixteenth cptyry was justified in 
expecting thd birth of Shakespeare. Like the appear¬ 
ance of Shakespeare, iddeed, the League of Nations will 
be a miracle, a breach with the past, a contr^iction of 
previous history. But, lika the coming of ShWspeare, 
it will be a miracle within the range of human achieve- 
mentj Perhaps, in appealing to the precedent of Shakes¬ 
peare, we may ourselves be accused of appealing to 
history. And, indeed, no doubt we are. Our momen¬ 
tary distaste for history is only for the sort of history to 
which old men go in search of a bad example. History 
of this kind is a curse, a blight upon action. Whdn we 
think of the ignorance of history which is ibr usual alter¬ 
native! howevef.we find ourselves suddenly appalled. As 
so often, we find ourselves transfixed on the point of 
'norrbr between two extremes. ‘What can onp suggest ? 
Perhgps the best thing that could happen would be that 
those who are ignorant of history should read it, and 
that those who have re^d it shoiJld forget it. Let us 
scKip history on at least the first day of the y^ar in so far 
as it binds us to the past, with all its javagery and its 
beastliness. History is not fit to b,e read unless by those 
who realise that it is a branch of indecent literature. 
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After All We Said 


T here are not many characteristics of human 
beingi that are likely to turn a cynic into a 
bubbling optimist. One of the few,'I think, is 
the wiy in which they go on hoping that other human 
beings will abide by their pledges. Every day, god¬ 
fathers 'promise to see th»t unoffendh'fg infants are 
brought dp Christians, wives promise to love, honour, 
and obey tjieir husbands, statesmen promise to make 
the enemies of their country pay, coal-merchants 
promise to deliver coal, premier promise a,countfy 
fit for heroes to live in, children promise to go 
to sleep at once, journalists pr(*nise to be in time with 
their copy, and burglars promise Jo reform if they are 
given a chance, ^t ig clear that a great deal of importance 
is attached to the act of promising. Otherwise, every¬ 
body would not ht always ^oing it or compelling other 
people to ^0 it. The^Church will not baptfee you or 
marry you without a promise. You cannot get into the 
Army or Parliament or on to a jury without a promise. 
The only people «ho take no stock in pfomises seem to 
be money-lendeis. They pretend to be Simple Simons 
in their advertisements ; but, if you take them at theiy 
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word, you will find that tjjey /ill send an extremely un¬ 
pleasant person to have a look ^t your furnitur^^ith a 
greasy docijment which you wilj haj'e to sign at <ne place 
^marked.X. >Most of us despise money-lenders, but are 
they not, after all, the real experts in human nature, 
they and the pawnbrokers ? To a pawnboSker your 
pledge does not mean youf word : it me^s your watch 
or your dress-suit. There is no use ip going to a pawn¬ 
shop and asking for the loan of a ten-pound note, say¬ 
ing '! “ May the tongue cleave to the roof of my mouth 
if I do not pay you back on the Greek Kalends I ” The 
pawnbroker is a realist; he will, to judge by the awful 
spectacle Of his shop-window, take almost any pledge 
from you so long as it does not come out of your 
vocabulary ; he knows the value of word^better than a 
poet,,and he knows that h» would be as poor as a poet 
if he put his trust in words in the same foolish way. I 
-confess I love the poets mor» than the pawnbrokers, 
but I am compelled to admit that it is the pawnbrokers 
rather t^pn the poets, tvho have usually been justified by 
events. The pawnbrokers alone have not been dis¬ 
illusioned ; it is the pofts whom we find siting Books 
of Lamentations. i. ^ 

At the present moment we are Hying amid the ruins 
of a world of promises and professions—ruins dis¬ 
astrous beyond any that wefe ever p'-oduced by earth¬ 
quake or'any natural catastroplle. It now^seems like 
something happening in a far-off world, when the 
democracies went to war merely because a great nation 
had broken a p'ledge. A broken pledge seemed in those 
days a remarkable curiosity, like a great ^uk’s egg, or a 
two-headed calf, or a bearde’d lady. Photographs were 
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take^ of it and exhibited on,the hoardjngs. E4rnum 
and 'f^ley never had an exhibit that enjoyed a 
thousa^h part of the sjiccess of fhe “ scrap,of paper.” 
A broken word—nobody living had ever saen apything ‘ 
like it before. A few wizened oid men who fumbled 
among the dust of the University libraries discoverdll 
that som^hing similar ha^ happened among the 
steatopygous inh'atiitants of a Saharan city that had been 
a desert of lizards and giant ferns since the year one. As 
for those of us who had no archa:ological learning, we 
could only gasp incredulously. Never had the world 
been shaken bjr such a rage of public virtue. Even 
sclerotic party politicians began to go about \frith the air 
of prdphets booming against Tyre and Sidon. If we 
never had besn virtuous before, we were virtuous now. 
We anifexed Heaven itself ijnd clamberei/ up on fo the 
pillars of the glittering gates, blowing trumpets that 
only angel| are supposed to blow. And the worse? the*- 
enemy became, the better we felt. Mr. Lloyd George, 
it is said, really persuaded himSfeJf that he v^s either 
one of the Twelve Apostles or an unusually distinguished 
Archangel. Haloes were hadded round at Cabinet 
meetings, and yorn even by th* man that kept tTie 
minutes. It was, rumoured that the editor of the 
Morning Post himself*was caught trying one on. Mr. 
Bottomley wrote an article in a Sunday paper, ‘iHow 
to be Hajjpy in a HalS.’‘ Spirit of Schopenhauer, had 
you but returned to our earth in those happy days, you 
would have thrown away your pessimism, as a poor man 
who has come into a fortune throws'away a pair of 
trousers with a hole in the seat! Mr. Bonar Law is not 
exactly a merfy grig, but e’len he said, on the'outbreak 
toy 
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of the^ Russian Revolutijin, Aat to be alive wm .very 
heaven. What the rival angels in Paradise th(^nt of 
our antics ^here is nd means o^knpwing, but drey must 
'have shivered for their salaries. We professed a code 
of morals as thundersusly strict as any that is known 
beyond the stars. We said that lying was uiifhinkable ; 
that inhumanity was unthjnkable; that ^he uomination 
of the strong over the weak was vuthinkable; that 
hatred and greed were unthinkable ; that even our own 
old fvorld was unthinkable. And we certainly promised 
a new world, either directly or by implication, as soon 
as we could get rid of the incubus—I thjnk that was the 
word—of'Prussian militarism. Had the young men 
and the workers been pawnbrokers in spirit, they'might 
have asked statesmen for pledges more substantial and 
less apt to disappear than twinged words. Theyinclined 
to poetry, however, and found it easier to believe than 
to disbelieve. They did not realise that, iij these pro¬ 
digious matters, an ordinary statesman could not keep 
Ms wor4 without lojhig himself. He is what his past 
has made him—a man who regaids it as his job, not to 
create a new world, but'^a'ith the help of glue and stick¬ 
ing-plaster and ball* of string to keep the old world 
from falling to pieces. His idea of, a law is something 
to mend a crack, a piece of paper to thrust into a hole in 
the window. If this now s^ms to bp a cracked world, 
it is becavtse the statesmen pref^ a cracked,world to a 
sane one. But why, during the war, did they trouble to 
pretend otherwise ? Why did they call in the aid of 
propagandists fo commit them to so tost professions of 
democracy, chivalry, liberty, equality^ fraternity, and 
what not' ? 
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There were, I admit, a«(ew cynics even in that golden 
age ftf^virtue who»warned us rtet to take th* professions 
of statit^en too seriously. Theys even warned us not 
to take ourselves too seriously. Every time a crime was ■ 
committecf by the enemy, they retorted to our indigna¬ 
tion with the remark that, in the same circumstances, 
we should'have committed exactly the same crime our¬ 
selves. This nal^irally serveu' only to double our indig¬ 
nation, for we we^e now indignant for our own sake as 
well as for virtue’s. When Germany invaded Belgium, 
they shrugged their shoulders and asked us if England, 
too, would not in comparable circumstances subordinate 
the rights of a sfnall nation to her own in a lifeiand-death 
struggle. Pro-Allies replied with a furious, “J^o.” 
When Germany began to practise frightfulness, they 
asked u? if Erfgland, too, with her troops ir,<he heart of a 
hostile population, might not resort to frightfulneSS as a 
preventive of worse things and so, in the last analysjs, a 
humane nlfeasure. We again replied with an angry 
“ No.” They told us that, h^d England been in 
Germany’s position, she would Ifave gone irf for Un¬ 
restricted submarine warfare,,, the bombing of open 
towns, and all the rest of it. "The only German crime, 
indeed, of which they did not accuse the allied nations 
of being potentially guilty was the abandonment of 
typhus-stricken patients in a prison-camp. Our attitude 
to the cynics, howeveij t^aiSiadamantine. Thpy Were so 
few and sJ unpopular that they had not even an organ 
in the daily Press. The rest of us sternly told them that 
there were somejthings of which, in noimaginable cir¬ 
cumstances, decent men would be capable. We held 
up an absolutf standard of virtue, and we averred that 
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no nalifon could depart from it on any excuse without 
branding itself'with eternil infamy. The cynics lau|hed 
at our heroics. But ^en the cjiaics did not dar^^ warn 
•us that, bkore the cock crew thfice, we should have 
Amritsir. 'I'hat bloody shambles of an unarmed mob, 
vithere the wounded We left to writhe in their agony 
on the ground, those public floggings befqre women, 
those humiliating compUfsions to crj\?l on all fours 
along the street and to touch the grotind with the fore- 
headr-punishments more degrading to the inflicter than 
to the victim—those public gallows, the flagellation of 
schoolboys concerning whom Lieut.-Colonel Macrae 
said : “ They need not necessarily h/ve been guilty, 
but it was their misfortune ”—any Englishman would 
have said you lied, if, during the war to save the weak 
from the sti^ng, you had foretold that !wful ^story of 
which a small part was mSde real to us by the photo¬ 
graphs in the Daily News. Many would even now say 
" that the camera lied, if it were not that all tht worst part 
of tbs story comes frpm the lips of those who are the 
chief chjracters in it* and its chief apologists. Had the 
cynics foretold, again, tl^ present rdgime of Lord French 
in Ireland, a regime which is in itself an«utrage, you 
and I would have siid : “ Impossiblet We no longer 
live in the age of Elizabeth.” And whose fault is it 
chiefly that our optimistic assurance has proved false ? 
It is,T be^eve, mainly the ffult ^f statesmen who in the 
event have proved false to every principle* for which 
they asked the free peoples of the world to fight. The 
statesmen hav^ in the vulgar phrase, let us down. The 
world has been cheated of the justice it desired, and, until 
we get ftatesmen with a sense of hohqur, truth, and 
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justice, we can expect little but a duel of bitterness anJ 
crinfe between race and race* between ela^s and class. 
To th'iL'^point have we i>ow all but come. The brazen 
years retbrn. After all we said, too! . .'. Spirit of 
Schopenhauer, rest at peace in jour gratae; it seems 
that you were right. 
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r I AHOSE who think badly of the world have 
I certainly all the arguments on their side. At 
^ , least so one judges as one reads the daily paper. 

The .governing classes and the criminal classes are, both 
of them^ busy, and the newspaper gives us little but 
column aftei^column of their misdeeds. 'If one wishes 
to escape from the general (aint of crime, one l^as to turn 
to ^e racing news or the article by the poultry expert. 
The rest is all murder and disaster. Occasisnally, there 
is something that appeals to One’s sense of humour, such 
as the spasmodic rise and fall in the price of coal. It is 
more like a Jack-in-the-box than anything else. When 
the workers complain, down sinks the pri* to a decent 
level. The owners'complain in theii turn, the lid is 
opened, and up jumps the priceiagJin. The one stable 
feature in the situation is that the coalowners always 
makS* an,immense profit.** In jthis*respect, however, 
other industries are equally fortunate. One<may dilute 
beer till it is as weak as water, and whiskey till it is 
rather weaker, and one may make them all but in¬ 
accessible to the general public, but if'is only the public 
that suffers. The brewer and the distiller do not suffer. 
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Drink may be cheap or deaj, weak or strong, scarce or 
abundant. It i?all the same to the brewSr and the dis¬ 
tiller. ^ am confi^en^ that they are theyfieople who' 
would b^efit most by prohibition. They are the un- 
sinkable ship of the industrial \^rld. They could float 
somehow even in tap water. In their gift for turning 
to their own advantage all the winds that blow, with 
little enough rejjrd for the interests of their fellow-men, 
they are typical of the influences that have taken control 
out of the hands of the idealists since the winning 
of the war. They represent private interest, not public 
spirit. They can hardly see an inch beyond self-enrich- 
ment. Not tRat the idealists were ever in control in 
public affairs any more than in the breweries. dur¬ 
ing the war, public men undoubtedly flattens the ideal¬ 
ists as they had never done before, and hinted that there 
was a great change coming. Alas, it has turned out to 
be not a change of heal, but merely a change of facei 
No sooner did the dread of the German plague dis¬ 
appear than Allied statesmen threw their ^ible’s^and 
Utopias out of the window. They had promised to take 
advantage of the first peacefu,' interlude to reconstmct 
the world.'‘Instead of this, the,y merely regarded it, 
when it came, as a_,blessed relief from an atmosphere of 
unnatural goodness. When the German retreat from 
the Marne begai^. Lord Fisher has told us, Kityhener 
said to Lord Roberts'!: V Someone has been praying.” 
When one*look3 at the world to-day, one feels that some¬ 
one must have forgotten to pray. None of the eggs of 
goodness, justicj, liberty, equality, and fraternity that 
were laid during the war has been hatched. Not many 
at least. They are, most df them, now treated ds addled. 
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It is true that in Poland and Bohemia two sturdy 
cockerels have been born! But even .before they 'are 
full-grown '^he Allies have beguiji to train them to fight, 
'and have precipitated them into the cockpit^against 
Russia. As /or the rest of the eggs, they proVed to be 
useless, even for election purposes. They became dis¬ 
credited so that even Colonel John Ward, speaking of 
the objections of the Czedno-Slovaks^'the Koltchak 
dictatorship, could write disdainfully . “ The Czechs 
had just inaugurated their National Republican Govern¬ 
ment, and were naturally obsessed with the usual 
Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity business.” Truly, 
the “ Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity business ” is 
not what it used to be when French propagandists 
taught us' d'at it was the great object of the war. When 
we find an ‘honest English Radical prefterring a dic- 
. tator-Land such a dictator 1—to the “ Liberty, Equality, 
^and (Fraternity business,” we gft a measure of how the 
whole framework of public virtue has collapsed. 

, But we get a more qxact m'easure of it in the ruthless 
Pea'ce itshlf, and in fhe lead which it has given to the 
instinct of repression dicing the last year all the world 
I oVbr. In both hemisj)heres men are activsly repressing 
' those who differ from them, whenevel they dare. In 
America Socialist members are suthmarily turned out 
of thg Assembly of the State of New York, and agita¬ 
tion is treated as a crime. •ln,I*lani the mad dogs of 
Dqblin Castle bite not only Sinn Feiners, but'even such 
of their own officials as plead that reaction should go no 
further than it. does at present. In Hungary ladies of 
fashion go out to see Communists hanged—poor Com¬ 
munists'who did not undemtand that fl\p proper place 
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for the newWrld is in a peroration, and thought that it 
cSuld be translated into pr&tical polit4c». One reads of* 
men being shot in Sjpain, in ^Germany, in Syria, o4 
wome'ilr and children starving in Austria and Russia. 
Look where we may, there are few signs bf pe'ace, fewer 
of justice. Even atrocities hate not ceased sincetthe 
war. They have merely passed into private hands, as 
we see in story after story of violence and murder. The 
world has ofteh been compared to a Devil’s cauldron, 
and it can seldom have looked more like it Jhan at 
present. And yet statesmen seem never to ask them¬ 
selves whether the fires that are causing the trouble 
can be discovered and extinguished. Thfy can think 
only in terms of private interest. During the war th ey 
said that all private interests must be suh'idinated to 
the general good. Since the war ended '.hey have taken 
the line that the general food must be subordinated to 
the private interests, or, rather, that the private interests 
and the general good are inseparable. If they had sSd 
during the last year, “ Ae all costs we must have hpuses,” 
just as they said during the watf “ At all coots we’musf 
have shells,” does afiyone doubt that even by now they 
could have Jjuilt most of thl houses that are needed J 
But the Govevnment says, “ at* all costs ” about only 
one thing—the ptot«ction of private capital against the 
competition of the State. If the spirit of “ at all costs ” 
were applied to Secupng fcr every honest citizerf'justice, 
a good house, and a good chance in the world, does any¬ 
one think that we should be living, as we do, under the 
constant threat of strikes ? Accordjpg to the Daily 
Telegraph, the^orkers agitate for higher wages without 
regard to the Question whether the industrie# in which 
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they are occupied can afford these, and they do this on|y 
‘because they afe under an illusion that the State has a 
•' bottomlesapurse ” out of whifh any deficit can be 
nfade up., The very opposite is, in my opituon, the 
case. The workers are ^ngry because they know that, 
thoiigh the purse is not bottomless, a few privileged 
men are taking more than their fair share out of it. It 
is strange to observe how many people w^ are scandal¬ 
ised by the movement for higher wages are not even 
ruffled by the scandal of shipping profits. 

Others, however, seeing the all but universal triumph 
of greed, are not only shocked, but driven down into 
depths of depression. They think that ofice more the 
good Oftvse has perished, and Caiaphas and Pilate are 
left to rule'ffr^orld. This is weakness and^folly. The 
good cause is in no more danger to-day than it has been 
at any time during the last two thousand years. Eminent 
gc^odnpss has always failed to control the government of 
the world. High ideals do not usually exprtSs them¬ 
selves by capturing the, political machine. They may 
aim at this'j as Maziint did, but tjiey are sure to fail. 
They will fail, it is to be,feared, in whatever they at¬ 
tempt, for it is the average man, as much as The idealist, 
who sets the pace. The success of the idealist is not to 
make the average man advance at" as quick a pace as 
himself but to persuade him, to advance a little faster 
than he wasi moving before. "Chrifit was a failure only 
in sq far as the world destroyed him and ht left no 
Christs behind him. He must be accounted a success 
if he has made more men what is called^Christlike than 
(Would have been so if he had never lived. The virtue 
of Socrates, again, did not pafsVith him from the earth. 
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He has madejittle enou^i impressitit^ on the humaff 
race, but he has added to the stgre of wisdom and moraj 
grandsur upon which men can draw even to-day. All 
the gresft causes—both those that have felled’and those 
that have succeeded—are activt agents in the life of the 
world. Life untouched by them is as unthinkable as 
life withoufsun and rain. ‘All these things are a part of 
our inheritance, and the influences that have made us 
go back to Adam. The Greek love of liberty uprished, 
choked by the Greek love of tyranny, but the Greek 
love of liberty, though it failed, has survived as a shaper 
of politics in, the soul of man. The passipn for justice 
among nations, which was the inspiration of mujtitnjles 
yesterday, has been discredited in high,places. But 
only those who expect a new world in <> week need be 
disap’pointed. The passien for justice will ouflive any 
statesman that God has yet created. It may ebb as the 
sea ebb% but it will return. Whether it can ever Tise 
to such a height as to Wot out all injustice on Jhe face 
of the earth is a question that need not trouWe us.* One 
can believe in perfSct justice without believing in the 
perfectibib’ly of man. Philosophers will possibly 
suggest that there is a definite timit set in nature both 
to the ebbing and tq the rising of the tide, and that it is 
the part of a wise man, not to waste his breath in en¬ 
couraging the iticonjin^ tide with shouts, but to watch 
the coming and the ^oing of the waves as an interested 
but unexcited spectator. It may be, however, that our 
wills and emotions and longings are ^1 part of the tide 
that makes fof human progress. We do not know how^ 
high it can rile, but we.know that, if all hupan beings 
were suddenly to become indifferent to it, it would 
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'become as the D6ad Sea. fience we da well, perhapTs, 
fo summon the ebbing fide to return. We certainly do 
well to exult when the waters begin io rise and'io leap 
forward as if they would overwhelm the land. ' 
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The Truth about Corruption 

“ ORRUPTION,” says the writer of “ Musings 

I Without Method ” in Blackwood’s Magazine, 
“ has ever been the besetting silt of democ¬ 
racy.” This is one of those statements which 't.^j.i'ess 
a prejudice, rather than a fact. We rften hear the 
same'charge made againsj republics. The truth of the 
matter'is, of course, that corruption is a besetting sin, 
not spegially of democracy or of republics, but, of 
human nature. Human nature presents us with an 
extraordiii^ry motley of the sans of God and th? sopf 
of Belial whether under a republic or an empire or a 
limited monarchy. It would be absurd to pretend that 
a race of alj^olutely disintere,^ted persons has'evar 
existed under any form bf government that has yet been 
discovered. But certainly nothing in history leads one 
to believe that jnen have^ become less disinterested with 
the grojrth of demecratic institutions. Corruption, I 
grant, is a very vague word, and exceedingly difficult to 
define. Thus, for instance, it used to be a common 
thing for co\j(f.try electors to have to Vote as their land¬ 
lords bade tllem. Electors more happily circumstanced 
and able to* vote as they pleased had the liberty to sell 
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their votes for money, and,jit is to be feared, frequently 
did so. It is 'probable that the landlofds regarded the 
second sort of electorc as hopelessly corrupt ^d the 
former a? sturdy patriots who were merely dping their 
duty. Corruption takep place, from this point of view, 
only when money, as people say, “ changes hands.” On 
the other hand, it is obvious that, while the one elector 
may have voted for a bribe, the other,'too, received a 
price for his vote in the greater security of his livelihood. 
There "is no more of the spirit of disinterestedness in 
the elector who is driven to the poll like a frightened 
sheep than in the elector who frankly sells his vote to 
the highest' bidder. Both of them are, in the last 
aTftdyais, corrupt. Neither kind of elector, however, is 
tolerable in a modern democracy, and so we find both 
the corruption of the intimidated and the corruption of 
the purchasable discouraged by the most severe penal¬ 
ties. ,As a result, it is probable that in moderi^ England 
—that is, in England during the most democratic period 
that 'it has known—there is less corruption pt election 
times than at any time In the past., 

Those who take pleasure in accusing democracy of 
eorrhption ought, one, imagines, to have^een given 
pause by the recent revelations .about Rasputin. 
Rasputin was neither a democrat nor the citizen of a 
democratic country. On thf contrai;v, he was the 
citizen of the most autocratioal^-governed,country 
among the Great Powers of Europe. Yet this did not 
save him from a hideousness of corruption such as has 
never been surpussed in any democracy known to 
Jiistory. He seems to have been the salesman of honours 
in the Russian Empire. He seems also to have aspired 
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to become the salesman of Bussia’s hoi^our. It is not 
denied that he took bribes from Germafly. To sell 
promotiou for money is demoralfting enough; to be 
ready to soil one’s country for money is tlje uttermost 
infamy of which a citizen is capable. The example of 
Rasputin js sufficient to show that, in order to abolisli 
corruption, something morg than the abolition of 
democracy is ndeessary. And the example of Turkey 
under Abdul Hamid points the same moral. Corruption 
has never held the same sway in any modern demdtracy 
as in Russia and Turkey. Charles the Second, again, 
was one of the corruptest of English monarchs, accept¬ 
ing even the money of the French kingand yet 
democracy was not rampant in England in those days.' 
History, howeyer, is full of examples of men under all 
forms oFgovenunents who Igved money more thaij they 
loved the public good. Man is by nature a purchasable 
animal, anj nothing bur a code of disinterestedness aj 
binding as a religion can preserve him from temptations 
to self-seekii}g at the public expense. Somj of ^e 
greatest names in history are associated in one’s memory 
with charges of corruption, ^ven so high-souled a 
patriot as Demjsthenes was foupd guilty of having 
accepted money for.changihg his policy in regard to the 
admission of Harpalus, Alexander’s runaway treasurer, 
into Athens. Having opposed the reception of Harpalus 
on the ground that it might "be made a causerof war, he 
is said afterwards to have been greatly enamoured of a 
golden cup of Persian manufacture which was among 
the stolen gooi^ the fugitive had brodght with him. 
Weighing the ci»p in his hand, and surprised to find it 
so heavy, he asked Harpalus what weight it" c4me to.” 
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“ It shall," said Harpalufl, with a snule, “ come W you 
with twenty talents.” Demosthenes fell to the bribe. 
When the .question hf admission Was next ra^ed in the 
Assembly, .he appeared with his throat bandaged and 
pretended, when called on to speak, that he had lost his 
voice. It has been doubted whether Demosthenes was 
guilty of the crime of which he was convicted. If he 
was, his error stands in curious contrast to the fine dis¬ 
interestedness and astonishing moral energy of the rest 
of his life. One would single him out, for instance, as 
naturally a far more disinterested man than Bacon. 
Bacon, in comparison with Demosthepes, was a time¬ 
server, a courtier. He was no champion of a lost cause. 
"flE'was a worldling, with a desire (no doubt) to reform 
the world but also to take advantage of the world. His 
corruption, however, it s^ms likely enough," was not 
corruption of the worst sort. It was cohventional 
/corruption, like the acceptance of a Christpias present 
from a commercial traveller, He lived in a time when 
judges took tips like,ftiodern waiters. It is a dangerous 
practice, especially when the judges accept their tips, 
as Bacon sometimes did, before the c^e is decided. 
Bacon denied strenuously that he hyl ever perverted 
justice for a bribe. The wo'rst he could say of himself 
was that he might “ be frail, and partake of the abuse of 
the tjmes.” And, indeed,_<one litigant denounced him 
for having- taken his money vfhiJe his suit ugis going on 
an-d then having decided against him. The judge who 
accepts a bribe on false pretences is to be commended, 
for his cunninj;, but is he so very mtch honester than 
the judge who is at least faithful to*the litigant who 
bribes Rim ? He is something of a thielF in both cases. 
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At thS same time, is better iii the public interest that 
he should be a thief in the Baconian school than in the 
fashion of ihose judgeS whose verdiJts are for^ale. On 
the whole, tobespierre and Marat—Robespijrre whose 
incorruptibility has been made a s»eer and a reproach,, 
and Marat who was content to live on bread and water— 
do not lose anyriiing by compcrison with men so little 
inclined to democracy, in our sense of the word, as 
Bacon and the Duke of Marlborough. Nor, whatever 
the faults of recent English Parliaments, does any of 
them fail to look like a parliament of angels in contrast 
to the House of f ommons in the days when under Sir 
Robert Walpole every man had his price and got it. 

The critics of democracy, however, apparently do not 
venture to affirna that the bribing of judges and Members 
of Parliament is as common in democratic England as 
it was in an England in which kings liked to fancy them¬ 
selves ruling by divine right. “ Political corruption,”, 
says the writer in Blackwood's rather vaguely, “ takes 
many forms. •By far the simplesf jnd least dajigerous 
method is to rob the tMl.” He does not go on, as he 
surely ought t!i have done in Che interests of public 
integrity, to give specific instances of the till having been 
robbed in recent tiihe^ “ simple ” though he declares 
the process to be. Surely, if it were so simple, at least 
one instance—I mean jn ii^tance involving a leading 
politician—would have’cfime to light in tMs wicked 
world. Modern corruption, it seems, ultimately resolves 
itself into little more than Old Age Pensions and the 
bestowal of titlegron large contributors to party funds. 
“ The purchase *of votes v’ith public money ” is de¬ 
nounced. “ Pensions,” we ’are told in explanation, 
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“ have been granted iyi.h a lavish hand, or promised 
with a deceptive tongue.” To describe a measure of 
simple justice of this kind as corruption seegis to me to 
destroy tfle meaning of words. If the introduction of 
jOld Age tensions ipcidentally helps to make the party 
responsible for it popular, that is an evil inseparable 
from the passage of any,measure which a large section 
of the public wants. Certainly the 'recognition of the 
right of the aged poor to five or ten shillings a week at 
seventy seems to me the least corrupting in its effects 
of any gifts from the public wealth of which one has 
ever heard. Pericles has been accused of corruption 
because he obtained a grant of “ festival-money ” for 
the aged poor to enable them to buy seats in the theatre. 
But the fame of Pericles has survived tlje charge. The 
system of doles of com jnd money at Ronte, on the 
other hand, had an indisputably corrupting influence. 
^It meant that large numbers of people, inst^jid of adding 
to the common stock by their labour, were encouraged 
to^ live m idleness. . One may safely affirm, however, 
that no single human being in-the prime of manhood 
has worked an hour tfie less or a footpound the less 
because he has seei), before him the prospect of a five- 
shilling pension at the age of seventy. As for the pre¬ 
tence that the sale of honours is one of the peculiar sins 
of democracy, no one with any knowledge of history 
coul 3 maintain such a thing.' I'he object of James I in 
instituting the order of baronets was, frankly, to raise 
money by the sale of honours. Each baronet had to pay 
f',1095 for his vitle—a sum supposed t^cover the pay of 
thirty soldiers during three jears white engaged in the 
subjection of Ulster. In Charles I’s reign, we are told, 
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blanl^patents for baronetcies ^re put on,the market at 
£350 or £400. I aln not concerned at preseht with the 
rights or wrongs of the sale of honours. I merely wish 
to protest S^ainst the suggestion that in thef old days 
kings and their favourites were on all occasions dis¬ 
interested servants of the commonwealth, while the 
modern world is.by comparison a market-place of shame 
run by greedy huaksters in their own interest. Kings, 
as well as parties, are but human, and have bribed men 
with honours to serve them rather than the State, ^he 
world, to say truth, is a corrupt island—a tainted orange, 
or pear, or whattver shape it may be. Public spirit 
burns with but an'intermittent flame in most of us. The 
love of money, the love of power, and other forms of 
egoism are notorious seducers of men in all climates and 
under alLconstitutions. But to say that democracy 
breeds corniption is nonsense. One might as well say 
that it breeds adultery 01 bad language, or any other 
old-established vice. 
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The Moral Case Against''Prohibition 

I T is rather alarming to find a great many people, 
even among those who habitually drink wine or 
beei; with their meals, acquiescing in the view that 
in the prohibition controversy all the moral arguments 
are on one side. They are so deeply impressed by the 
number of evils that do undoubtedly flew from the flow- 
ing'bowl that they have tame, almost unconkiously, to 
regard drink as an absolute evil in itself, and to believe, 
as a result, thai its suppression would be an absolute 
gopd. Hence, though they drink alcohol, they will not 
defend it. They hope in a vague way that America will 
prohibit it but that England won’t, so that they may 
enjoy the thrilling spectacle of virtue- triumphant “ as 
far away as New York is ” qnd at little cost to themselves. 
They do not mean to become feetotallers, but they 
would dearly love to become teetotallers by proxy. 
Herrce the case against prohibifion is left almost entirely 
in the hands of licensed victuallers and of literary ideal- 
isers of the Middle Ages. 

The licensed victuallers, the brewers, and the 
distillers are obviously biassed in matter. What 
they lyant is to preserve their trade i(t all costs; and, 
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when they attertpt to make o^t a case for themselvel 
on lugher ground, they show themsefves as expert 
in cant as the most extreme of their opponents. 
During the war the‘brewers and the prohibitionists 
issued a nuitiber of manifestos and counter»manifestos 
in the advertisement columns of the English Press. If 
the advertisements of the prohibitionists drove one into 
sympathy with* the wildest excesses of Robert Burns, 
the advertisements of the brewers made one involun¬ 
tarily exclaim : “ 0 for a beaker full of lukewarm bqfley- 
water, with no beaded bubbles winking at the brim 1 ” 
There is a cant of wine and a cant of water, and cant 
will spoil the flsjour of the mellowest Chanibertm as 
well as of the crystal stream. If there is a case against 
prohibition, it assuredly does not arise from the fact 
that the towers are noble, disinterested public servants 
who pay more for the defeace of their country than 
Methodist ministers. The medievalist defence of 
liquor is m«re attractive ; but it, too, is rather sBsp'ecl* 
to the ordinary citizen. It seems to spring frojn.a 
riotous and chaotic philosophy, *a sort of h*resy t)f 
jollity that deliberately Blinds itself to some of the most 
difficult problerae of society, ft is a dramatie gestuse 
against Puritanism rather ttian the^'ational affirmation 
of a way to Utopia! One would certainly not gather 
from it that there is a tragedy as well as a comedy of 
liquor. The avera^ m»n wSo has seen, whether in his 
own family «or in the fimdies of his friends,* only too 
many instanees in which liquor has been the instrumeht 
of doom, has no patience with the jolly ^orship of the 
tankard. He r^g^s it with amusement as a game of 
the young men„but he is ine^ined to wonder wjiether, 
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after all, the Americans! who prohibit the thing .alto¬ 
gether are not more seriously facing the facts of the 
situation. , 

I dp ncC believe it is possible to meet the case for 
^prohibitiori unless we are willing to face the facts of the 
prohibitionists at their worst. It is an appalling fact 
that not a night passes in this country in which a con¬ 
siderable number of men fail to treat their wives with 
blackguardly violence as the result of drunkenness. 
Alcoholism leads to crime ; it leads to disease ; it leads 
to poverty; it leads often to degeneracy in the next 
generation. At least, it aids and abets in all these things. 
Anyone who has ever seen a home wreo 5 ;ed by alcoholism 
must have felt like cursing the day on which the use of 
fermented liquor was discovered by man. It is a natural 
thought with many people in such 'circumstances: 
“ Pvit an end to the accursed thing and all wi’l be well.” 
Tlje careworn faces of impoverished children, of women 
i'earing the disgrace of the home, of a family waiting for 
the'crash to come—if these things could be cured by 
prohibition, why, wlio would not be willing to pay the 
price ? If one can drink only at the expense of such 
rfiournful misery, it would be a relieirio abstain. No 
realist has ever painted the miseries paused by alcoholism 
in too funereal colours. Zola'has done the thing in 
L’Assotnmoir till one is disgusted. More recently Mr. 
Stacty Aumonier has don£ it i^ Three Bars Interval till 
oije is hurt. If this were the whole story, all any 
decent men could do would be to wish God-speed to 
the prohibitionists. If alcohol is at once the eagle that 
gnaws the liver of this human Profrictheus, and the 
chain that binds him to the rock,’ letius by all means 
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ab(»lish alcohol to-morrow ^ind set PVometheus free. 
But is it not a dishonest simplification of the facts to 
suggest that alcoho) is the only,'or even the leading,, 
sorrow o?,Prometheus ? We have seen .''Proihetheus 
delivered from this particular eagle and this particular 
chain in Turkey and other Mahometan countries, and 
has it broughr him any perfection of happiness ? It 
certainly has not*made the Turk a perfect man. It may 
be doubted if many Englishwomen would care to give 
up their beer-drinking English husbands for teetotal 
Turks. It is difficult, I know, to compare the lot of one 
race with another without bias, but I cannot help believ¬ 
ing that a neutrdi visitor from Mars would give it as his 
opinion that, on an average, a woman in England of the 
breweries leads a richer and fuller and freer life than a 
woman'ie the watery wastes^of Turkey. If this is.so, it 
is no good pretending that the disuse of alcohol is itself 
a positive oath to the gitatest happiness of the gredtesc 
number. Turkey is free—or comparatively free—from 
the miseries of alcoholism,* but she has miserijs o? her 
own resulting from vices of her own. Nor does she 
dispense happiness to others \gith a more lavish hapd 
than we of the*^e8t. It is credibly reported that an 
Armenian takes no.more [fleasure in having his throat 
cut by a teetotal Turk than an Irishman takes in being 
led off to gaol bj a guard of beer-drinking English 
soldiers. Clearly, tjien, it behoves teetotallers to walk 
warily. The key to Heaven does not lie at the bottom 
of a ginger-beer bottle. 

But we need imt go as far as Turkey ift order to dis¬ 
cover some remarkable facts throwing light on the 
problem of alcdhol. We find abundance of them in 
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England itself. ‘ For one fning, we find that excessive 
drinking—drinking, I mean, to the point of incapacity 
.and violencc^is mucK less common among the educated 
than among the uneducated classes. For anotfier thing. 
We find that the most desperate crimes due to drunken¬ 
ness happen almost exclusively among the poo;r. Many 
English judges have ^dogmatically and sorrowfully an¬ 
nounced from the Bench that the majority of criminal 
cases ;fhat come before them are the direct result of 
drink. Social reformers and clergymen applaud the 
judges, taking their word as gospel. But have the judges, 
in saying this, not simply followed the line of least 
resistance ? Have they not pounced on''the first explan¬ 
ation of, crime that saves them from having to face the 
real explanation, which is that the leading cause of crime 
is not drink, but poverty ?, If Dives and Lazaits both 
get drunk, and Dives scarcely ever does aiiything to 
bring him before the magistrafe, while Lazarus has to 
be.dfagged before the magisfrate every Monday morn¬ 
ing, one- can hardly,.'resist the conclusion either that 
Dives is specially favoured by the police or that drink 
has a different effect noon him fromjvhat it has on 
Lazarus. We may u this connection, leave the favour 
of the police out of the question.. The police may hush 
up many things, but they cannot as a rule hush up 
murctrs and crimes of vifilenqe. Now we find that, 
among gtntlemen of means, ■ murders apd kindred 
crimes resulting from drink are practically unknown, 
while among the inhabitants of the slums crimes of the 
same sort are in comparison of frem'ent occurrence. 
One would imagine that, in,the circumstances, a logical 
man would sa'" '■ “ Abolish the slums.” To abolish 
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poverty, however, would mean the reconstruction of 
society. It would mean, ultimately, the equalisation of 
all citizen^ so far as Iheir rights to food and^hou^es and 
holidays and education are concerned. It troirid mean^ 
in other words, an end of the worid we know. Alas, we 
are in lov» with the world we know. We do not wish it 
to come to an dnd. What can*we dp to save this beauti¬ 
ful, profitable world ? What is there that we can throw 
to the wolves ? Why, a keg of spirits 1 Out go* the 
whiskey on to the road—a most unsatisfactory diet for 
wild beasts—and oflF we gallop, feeling saved for the 
moment from the remorseless pursuit of the .wolves of 
truth. What they want to eat up is our social system ; 
we hope to stave them oflF with our public-house system 
instead. Were, not the wise always lovers of com¬ 
promise V 

One part of the moral case against prohibition, then, 
is founded on the fact t!iat prohibition is a means of 
shutting our eyes to the terrible facts of poverty anrl to 
the necessity for abolishing pover^ altogether. 'Pracli- 
cally everyone who argiles in favour of prohibition has 
working-men, and not Cabinet Ministers or employers 
or country gentlemen, in his mind. ‘If everybody could 
hold their liquor likt Cabinet Ministers and employers 
and country gentlemen, we know very well that nobody 
would think prohibitiog wtith carrying. There are 
cases of alcoholism amoilg the rich as among fhe poor ; 
alcoholism is a vice like sexual excess, or cruelty, or 
meanness. We recognise that all these vipes are loath¬ 
some and that, jj|Certain circumstances, they may call 
for the interference of the law^ But we do not qjiiver- 
sally prohibit love and children and money because a 
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certain number of vicious creatures are, sure to be lustful 
and cruel and mean. We know that we should not be 
making^ our, fellow-creatures happi'er, but mijre miser¬ 
able, if we did so. We can unquestionably»make men 
v'irtuous by Acts of Prrliament, but the Acts of Parlia¬ 
ment that will make men virtuous and happy.are those 
that give men a chapce, nst those that gi^e men chains. 
We can perfectly easily have a sober world—not a sin¬ 
less v^rld, but a reasonably sober world—as soon as we 
make up our minds that every child must be born and 
brought up in a decent home and at a decent school, and, 
when it grpws to manhood, allowed to live a varied, rich, 
industrious, leisurely life equal in opportunities to that 
of a Prime Minister or a Bishop. This is not Utopian¬ 
ism. It is the only honest way to bring to an end the 
dismal tragedies of drink. iTo do less is immoTal. It is 
a disputable thing whether the abolition of dfink would 
6a the whole increase the happiness of hun^an society. 
I h^ve heard a Canadian tfetotaller assert regretfully 
that the teetotal tg*ns in Canada were “ dead as 
mutton ” as a result of prohibition. The evidence on 
such a matter, however/, is sure to be s^nflicting. Who 
can doubt, on the*’other hand, that- men would be 
happier if society were reconstrufted on a juster model ? 
Many people doubt the feasibility of this, but who is 
therei who does not desiije to, get«rid of the mortal 
miseries of the slums ? If we 'were as experimental in 
otir politics as in our chemistry, we should at least see if 
the thing couM not be done. And, even apart from 
social reconstruction as a whole, we coidd go a long way 
toward^ the abolition of alcoholism by reconstructing 
the public-house. We could forbid the sale of bad 
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wlyskey and fresh whiskey atid impurejbeer. We could 
nationalise the flrink trade, and so destroy all those 
incitements to alcohol-poisoning »which arise from the 
love of pfofit. It is a grave step for the S<ate to inter¬ 
fere with the normal life of man, to ahoHsh a custopi 
which has the sanction of manf of the great and the 
wise and the good, unless every other means of achiev¬ 
ing social happkiess has been fo(nd wanting. If one 
is a Socialist it does not follow that one is a State- 
worshipper. For the State to limit the citizen’s frSedom, 
not because it is the best thing to do, but because it is 
the easiest thing to do, is immoral tyranny, and is the 
wrong way to aij^etter civilisation. We are tald, indeed, 
that in America, the most potent arguments for prohi¬ 
bition are not moral at all, but are economic and political. 
The employefs wish to increase the efficiency of the 
workers,.and social refomfers wish to get rid of the 
liquor interest in politiss (especially as so many 0/ the 
publicans are Germans 1 ). Well, it is good to make men 
efficient, and it is good to cleapse politics. 1 shfluld 
have thought, however, it coutd be done* without 
narrowing the bounds of human freedom. I doubt if 
it is justifiable to do it at the p*rice^of human freedoffi. 
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T here is much to be said in defence of bullying. 
It is human ; it affords great pleasure to the 
bully; it takes place almost entirely at the 
expense of those who are too feeble to defend them¬ 
selves. '■ One cannot imagine a Julius Caesar or a 
Napoleon being bullied. None of Plutarah-’s men 
would have endured it. 'To be bullied is the mark of 
the ^mediocre. In spite of this, popular sympathies 
swing round easily to the side of the bullietf! One has 
only'to witness the ^ behaviour of a Saturday-night 
crowd on seeing a dfunken rufijgn being’frog-marched 
to the police-station in order to realise how deep is the 
deWtation of the or^linafy man or woman for the use of 
undue force against a fellow-creatuxe. The drunkard 
may have kicked, thumped, and bitten the police until 
he was white, blue, or rainbow-coloured in the face. 
All this is forgotten as soon as tlf 4 police have wrenched 
hi^ arms and legs into a position that leaves ^im at their 
mercy. He is immediately seen as a victim of tyrants. 
One could not'be more indignant if he were a baby or a 
dumb animal. He is indeed a babe irfbiie arms of the 
cruel law. His own cruelties" are forgotten and forgiven 
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n^w that he fiiftiself is pla)ring the pajt of sufferer.* A 
drunken ruffian*, unarrested, may be an object of fury 
and loathing. Th^same drunkeji ruffian, arrested, may 
ten minotes later be an object of‘devotiijn, lijie a lost 
cause. If the police do not arrest him* they are de¬ 
nounced for never being there»when they are wanted. 
If they’do arrest him, they are denounced still more 
bitterly as “ Cossacks,” “i5rut|p,” and anything else 
that turns up in the vocabulary of vituperation. The 
mob itself has no objection to playing the bully at times, 
as we see in the pogroms in Russia and in the lynchings 
in America. We have seen it in a lesser degree in 
England in attacks on suffragettes, aliena, and other 
representatives of unpopular causes. If the mob sees_ 
four policemen arresting one criminal, its lo^e of fair 
play is^ouseti and it would cry, if it were articulate— 
which stmob never is—“ Too many after one,’* But a 
mob, a thousand strc^ng, may itself pursue one man 
without feeling that the principle of fair play is in ‘any 
way being violated. The mob is conscious only of its 
desire to inflict just punishment* It does not feellike a 
bully, but like the h'and of God. It never pauses to 
reflect that th/policeman mty feel equally moral.* 
is convinced tSat the wtetch wliom he has in his grip 
deserves all he gets', and, as he would put it, “ a damned 
sight more.” Once let a jna^ feel that he is an instru¬ 
ment of justice,*and»it,i? difficult to set a limit to the 
things hi will feel justified in doing. Alva and Mr. 
Murdstone were both inspired by the moral fervour of 
policemen. They felt that they were yrestling with (in 
the phraseoksgy of the old-fashioned nurse) “ limbs ofr 
Satan.” ToJielieve that one is fighting Sat^ is to be 
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lost. It is Satan’s own favouiite emotion. The Germans 
had it. The murderers of Jews had it.' The murderers 
of negroes had it. Thf alien-baiters.had it. And, if the 
truth must be told, one has often had it oneself. It is a 
disease, one df the chief symptoms of which is that one 
begins to apologise for Ul sorts of crimes committed on 
one’s own side. One may not be a brute, but one ac¬ 
quiesces in brutality. (i)ne may not be a bully, but one 
acquiesces in bullying. One even becomes blind to 
all crin) 3 s except those that are committed on the other 
side. When this stage is reached one feels justified in 
doing almost anything. 

There have been a good many instanc/is of this spirit 
, lately in various defences one has heard of bullying in 
the GuavJs, and of the flogging of women in tropical 
Africa. I have met several people who'deny^in the 
first place, that either of th^e things exists, and who, 
in th^, second place, defend them by appealing to the 
evil character of many recruits and most African natives. 
They declare indignantly not only that the recruits and 
the Africafi natives are‘not bullied, but thafthey would 
not understand any milder treatment. All bullying, if 
tve Lonsider deeply enough, is simply'an attempt to 
make people understand. The inquisitors used to try 
to make their victims understand theology—one of the 
most difficult of sciences,.- I\Jany ill-educated persons 
sank under the strain. Even’the lack could not screw 
into their brains some of the nicer definitions ot Thomas 
Aquinas. Judge Jeffreys was equally inefficient in 
making the theology of the schoolmen generally under- 
jstood in England. He was given a free hand, and he 
certainly ^cceeded in making k great number of people 
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fee^ nervous, fie liked, as hs said, to give them “ a lick 
with the rough sWe of his tongue,” and we know what 
havoc even a charwoman or a bu|-conductor can work 
by that niethod. Imagine a judge-“-ultimjtely & Lord 
Chancellor—exercising the same gift on •his political 
and denominational opponents,*and you will realise 
how uncomfortable it would be to stand in the dock in 
such circumstances. And Jeffrey had other weapons 
for those who were at his mercy Besides the rough side 
of his tongue. He also flogged, and hanged, and gave 
up his victims to be sold as slaves for the West Indies. 
He lived for the luxury of terrorism. He was the bad 
sort of drunkar^, irascible, vindictive, looking about 
for someone to injure. King Charles said of him that 
he had “ no learning, no sense, no manners, amd more 
impudewe thSn ten carted street-walkers,” and there 
were repeated protests agAnst his brutalities even in 
Parliament. But he thrust his way triumphantly, up¬ 
wards, mainly because an instrument of persecutiBn 
was what the Crown ultimately wanted. Persecution is, 
simply bullyftig on the grand scale. It is tht logic of 
the worship of force. It has taken the human race 
thousands of years to find out tot so much that force is 
no remedy as tlfat it is a desperate remedy ; and even 
now the strong man (8r the strong nation) is tempted to 
believe that his strength is tbeiupdicine the world needs. 
The philosophic have tosnfl to see, however, thaf, while 
force can secure many things, it cannot secure lasting 
stability. Possibly, nothing can. Napoleon and the 
Prussians both dreamed of bullying the world into 
permanent p«Sce. They justified their terrorism by 
their dream of« world suBject to their grandiose ideals, 
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iwytijie tbg that ^hy aJtemtive 
ineUiod Of oukin; the planet a place fit for heroes tolive 
ui. It is probable tbt Alva shar^ this incapacity for 
seeing jlter^atives,- It is possible that even Jeffreys did 
M. A little more force, a little more pefoecution, a 
little more bullying, ahvays seems a plausible cure for a 
somewhat stiff-necked humanity. Who dorf not feel 
his heart leap at tht^ thought of being, able to give his 
opponents twenty years of resolute government ? One 
couldpwork miracles in twenty years. One could break 
the will of the wicked. The Puritan that exists in every 
breast responds to the suggestion. Quite a number of 
people would rejoice to act as locum tei^ for the Ruler 
of the Universe, even for twenty minutes. They feel 
that thfi Almighty is not sufficiently drastic with His 
thunderbolts. He acts as if He did not realise.the Holy 
War. His habit of letting die sun shine on thp just and 
the unjust does not appeal to ,men of spirit. Many a 
good man would be glad to teach Him how Vo play the 
bully,from the great white Throne, and so to revolution- 
' ise the world in a few weeks. Such is the human passion 
for perfection. Many men have become bullies for 
, Christ’s sake. <■ 

. It is amusing to read some„of the defences of bullying 
in the Guards that have been appearing in the Press as 
a result of the charges i;>'idp in Mr. Stephen Graham’s 
book. <.An ex-sergeant m the W*lsh Guards, writing to 
the Star, defends the “jolly rough time ’’ foe recruits 
were given by counter-accusing them of the most sinister 
vices. “ Overstaying leave,” he writes, “ refusing to 
obey orders, taking no pride in their appearance, never 
cleaning, their equipment .decently—thase were just a 
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fey of the plea£ng ways oitthese pig-headed recruift.” 

A provost-sergont, nicknamed “ Black Jack,” has also ■ 
published a defence of his dras^c treatment of certain 
recruits tin the ground that they deserveej all they got. 

“ Black Jack,” he declares, “ was respected by all honest 
soldiers who came in contact with him, but he was the 
terror oi’thieves.” Another soldier writes: “As recruits 
were trained for five different rogiments of Guards at 
Caterham, and the competition'therefore between the 
various drill instructors was very keen, perhaps at times 
the men were treated a ‘ little harshly for the good of 
the regiment.’ ” All these defences seem to me to be 
beside the poi,pt. The question is not whether the 
recruits were naughty enough to try the temper of a 
saint, but whether non-commissioned office.'^ on the 
whole gr in Sny great numbers overstepped the limits 
of brutjlity while instillihg virtue into them*. The 
evidence on the matte* is almost hopelessly conflicting. 
Each wiftiess speaks from his personal experience, *nd, 
as every sort of human being was roped into th^ Armjr 
during the War, it is only to beWpected that*the bhllies 
had a show as welf as the Sunday-school teachers. 
Many soldiers nave written tcsthe Press, giving examples 
of the cruelty of the peigecuting* type of non-commisi 
sioned officer. One declares that in Chelsea barracks 
he witnessed “ incredible^ devilries.” He saw, for in¬ 
stance, “ a man witl^thr* wound stripes kicksd in the 
stomach 'and struck* over the head by ‘an N.C.O.” 
Most of the accusations refer to blows, foul language, 
and blackmail, and remind one of the^ort of novel one 
used to read about life in the German Army. On th»^ 
whole, the picture is whht anyone with a knijwledge of 
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human nature would havd expected. ‘ Yhe non-cqm- 
missioned officer is neither a styliM nor a saint, 
and his work of converting free ,men into obedient 
soldiers, (which has to be done largely by process of 
s(iouting) docs not make for the refinement of human 
relations. If a profesdbr of Greek had to shout at his 
students as a drill-sergeant has to shout at his men, even 
he might occasional!)^ find himself lost in a wild whirl 
of blasphemies. To Shout very loud for a long time 
sends the blood to the head, and, when the veins of the 
head are sufficiently distended, the meekest man be¬ 
comes a very pirate of bloodthirstiness. If one has to 
shout very'loud at a stupid man, one piay forgive him 
seventy times seven, but at last the blasphemies pour 
out and/-the heart is satisfied. I have no doubt a good 
fifty per cent of the bad language of drill-'kergeants may 
be put' down to the necessity' they are under of raising 
their voices. As a matter of fai?, the average man, un- 
le^ he has religious scruples, is not greatly 'disturbed 
by being sworn at. Blasphemy salted with good humour 
would never set him writing to the papefs to protest. 
What he resents is the code that allows a great deal of 
.brutality to pass unchecked “ for the good of the regi¬ 
ment.” He is horriiied not by bloocf-curdling oaths 
but by the prospect of coming und?r the power of some¬ 
one dressed in a little brj^’f'anthority and determined to 
“ let you know it.” Very fe’fr aidn are fit to be trusted 
with any great amount of authority over their fellows. 
It is‘'well that all rulers, judges, magistrates and police¬ 
men should disrharge their functions under the con- 
' stant threat of criticism. Set a man abovecriticism and 
give him .unlimited control* over his fellows, and in at 
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least five cases but of ten ^e will develop tyrannous 
habits. Bullyingf is merely petty tyranny. It is a boast¬ 
ful exhibition of ons’s powers, '^o be a bully is to feel 
like an eih^eror in i tiny sphere. It is an expression of 
energy—often the only expression of grait energy pf 
which a coward is capable. Clferles Lamb said justly 
that the bully is not always a^coward. But it is none the 
less true that the coward is frequontly a bully. It is the 
only safe way of feeling like a lion. The fact that it is so 
safe, indeed, is the decent man’s chief objection t» bully¬ 
ing. It is not called bullying if the other man is one’s 
equal and has the right to hit back. Hence it is not to 
be reckoned anjpng the heroic vices. In spite of the 
great pleasure it gives to those who practise it, one is 
glad to see it being gradually discredited. But-it is folly 
to pretend that it has already disappeared from a world 
in which the ordinary ma'h has not even a chance of 
acquiring the habits of a gentleman. A world jf in¬ 
equalities is almost beund to be a world of bulHes. 
Bullying is merely the ego shouting “ It’s me*”" and 
letting out a*kick in tlje general scrimmage. * 



XX 

Massacre as a Weapon of the Strong 

I T is a rather remarkable fact that during the war 
English soldiers in Gallipoli were giving the Turk 
a certificate as a soldier and a gentleman, while 
English statesmen and journalists at home were painting 
him as anlevil. Common sense seems to say that both 
pictures cannot be true. And yet the evidence makes 
it clear enough that both pictures, as a matter'of fact, 
are true. There is nothing contradictory of_ human 
nature as we know it in the suggestion that a man may 
be a gentleman in dealing with those whom he regards 
as his equals, and a devtl in dealing with those whom he 
regards as his inferiors. The same man qiay be a gentle¬ 
man’ia, Gallipoli and f de‘Wl in Armenig. Those who 
indulge in the mania of massacre are not therefore 
necessarily without charm and courage and courtesy. 
Almost all Western trayVileis who have shared the 
hospitality of the Turks have riked‘'them : some people 
have even defended the Armenian massacres as though 
massacres perpetrated by such charming people were 
justified without-further argument. Similarly, I have 
.Heard men who have travelled in Russia putting up a 
case for pogroms. They Cbnclude that'because the 
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Ru!i 9 ians, including Russiaif of&cials, are exceedingly 
pleasant people tb meet, there must be a good reason 
even for those outbursts of multiple homicide. As a 
matter offset, the desire to massacte one’? enexnies is 
not a vice confined to hoofed and horned r&es. I wish 
it were. Then the rest of the wdrld could police them 
into quietness. Massacre is g vice of which almost any 
nation is capable as soon as it reg^ds its enemies not as 
human beings, but merely as a hrostile principle. It is 
as easy to find an excuse for a massacre as it is to find an 
excuse for a war. “ Give me the money to make war,” 
said Frederick the Great, “ and I will buy a pretext for 
half-a-crown.” Jfhe pretext for a massacre may be had 
for as little. The real reason in most cases is mere 
irritation against a people who are making theniselves a 
nuisancet When Cleon was urging upon the Athenians 
the massacre of the adult nSale population of Mitylene, 
he declar^ he could h^e forgiven the people of I^ity- 
lene if they had been rebels, but what he hated in th?m 
was that they were indeptndent and yet had waatnnly, 
taken sides with the qpemies of‘At hens. If‘they had 
been rebels, no (Jpubt, he would have turned his excuse 
the other way rqpnd. The e iS nothing more creditdble 
in the history of Periclean Athens than the way in which' 
the Athenians, having*ordered the massacre of Mitylene, 
changed their mipds. Even^c^ however, the fact that 
a people endowed wit^i so* many of the most attractive 
virtues contemplated such a crime sheds a horrible Hght 
on the possibilities of even the finer sort of human 
nature. 

But history is full of the crimes of men who were 
by no means ’devil-wor8hipf)er3. We know Aow the 
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vfrtuous Pliny put Christiins to death'and tortured the 
unhappy deaconesses when he was legate in Bithynia, 
simply because he reprded them as contumacious and 
obstinate. The record of Marcus Aurelius au a perse¬ 
cutor of the .Christians comes as a shock to'many who 
have supped on virtuo in his pages. Some historian 
might very well write a book on the crimes of good men. 
If someone were to write a'nistory of massacre, I wonder 
whether more space \4ould be required for the crimes of 
good men or of bad. We may be sure that many vir¬ 
tuous contemporaries approved of the massacre of St. 
Bartholomew, when men, women, and children to the 
number of twenty thousand, according to some, and 
one hundred thousand according to otners, were put to 
death, jPope Gregory XIII ordering a Te Deum and 
other rejoicings to celebrate so signal a survice, to Jesus 
Christ, Similarly, we may be sure that ma^y of the 
Elizabethan English who applauded the wholesale 
massacre of the Irish were, as regards their owli country, 
hone^ and kindly gentlemen Froude, who is by no 
‘merfns pnD-Irish in h^ reading of historj', observes in 
regard to these massacres : 

The English rfation was shuddering over the 
atrocities of the Duke of ^Iva. The children 
in the nurseries were^ being inflamed to patriotic 
rage and madness by tale^of jSpantsh tyranny. Yet 
Alva'S blnody sword never ‘touched the young, the 
defenceless, or those whose sex even dogs can 
recognise and respect. 

Nor was Gilbert a bad man. As times went, he 
passed for a brave and chivalrous gentleman. . . . 
He regarded himself as-dialing rather with savage 
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S easts than with human beings, and when he tracked 
tern to their dens he strangled their cubs and rooted 
out the entire brogds. „ 

In justice to the English soldidrs . . , it must be 
said that U was no fault of theirs if any irish child of 
that generation was allowed todive to manhood. 

The whofe secret of the wiU to massacre—at least, a 
great part of it-*-is concealed in that sentence in which 
Gilbert is described as regarding ™s enemies as savage 
beasts rather than human beings. 

Clearly, a people either exasperated by opposition or 
maddened by oppression can easily persuade itself of 
the beastliness o^its enemies. The Turk who hates a 
Christian and the Christian who hates a Turk are each 
capable of regarding the other as vermin to b<? exter¬ 
minated." Montenegrin poets have sung, for instance, 
in celebraJion of the Montenegrin Vespers of Christmas 
Eve, i703,,when Danilol ordered the massacre of every 
Turk in the country : 

I 

Christmas Eve was chosenf^s the night of Ihe 
massacre, in memo^ of the victims who fell at 
Kossovo. Tho»fatal evening arrived ; the brothers 
Martinovic lighted their holy tapers, prayed with 
fervour to the new-boril God, drank each a cup of 
wine to the glory ol’Christ, and, seizing their conse¬ 
crated clubs, rushed off thfohg|j the darkness. Wher¬ 
ever a Turk was to fbund, the five avengSrs ap¬ 
peared ; ’all who reJused baptism were massacred 
without pity. 

Many average human beings, whd have never 
massacred anything above jlies and beetles, have a way 
of defending massacres perpetrated by what thejf regard 
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as their own side, and denouncing as devilish those 
which are perpetrated by their enemils. Too many of 
the ignorant sort of Protestants and Catholics are given 
to this dishonest reading of history. "JHfey regard 
fnassacre as a crime only if it is a massacre of people like 
themselves. Cynics must have smiled during the war 
to read various articles belittling the Bulgarian atrocities 
of the ’seventies. This was merely because Bulgaria 
had come into the wai against the Allies. It is an extra¬ 
ordinary thing that a man of any intelligence whatever 
should apparently believe that the sin of Bulgaria in 
1915 blotted out from the pages of history sins com¬ 
mitted against Bulgaria in 1876. Dpring the month of 
May in that year, according to the British Commissioner 
who inquired into the matter, about twelve thousand 
Christians were massacred by the Turks*. In the village 
of Batak, where five thousand out of a population of 
sgvcn thousand were put to dea'ih, many of thp Christians 
crowded into the church, whereupon the Turks tore off" 
the roof and burned them to death by throwing among 
them flaring rags soaked in,petroleum and blazing 
timber. And that is but a type .of other Turkish 
massacres. Yet na,nrly'everyone likqs the Turks who 
have permitted such things. They appear to be not a 
nation of Crippens, but a nation of good hosts. What, 
then, is the secret of fheir' double nature ? Partly, it is 
that tney. have regarded their, enemy as .yermin, and 
partly it is that they have acted on the supposition that 
an empire can only exist on a basis of terrorism. Of the 
other famous massacres of history many have taken 
place after the storming of cities, and'<are due to the 
suddeil release of the fiiry and fierceness of the siege. 
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Ofjhis kind was that foul massacre of Cremona, when 
the Vitellians wefe vanquished ; and the sack of Rome 
in 1527 by the Constable of Bouibon and his army of 
Germans,* ^aniardS, and Italians was tha occasion of 
similar horrors of fury and drunkenness. In the lattef, 
we are told, women had their eail and hands cut off for 
the sake m their jewels, and ytizens were murdered for 
sport. In similar circumstances the massacre of Ismail 
took place in 1790, when Suvarof/ordered six thousand 
women to be put to death, as well as the Turkish garrison 
of thirty thousand. Compared to this the sacking of 
Badajos was a mild affair, but the drunken horrors of 
that orgy of rap^ loot, and murder have left a black 
story in history. It was after the victory of Badajos 
that Wellington burst into tears. Of all th» great 
historical* massacres in captured cities, none rejnains 
more tragically in the memory than that of Limoges in 
1370, whej chivalry did not stay the hand of the*vic- 
torious Black Prince. The story is best known in the 
pages of Froissart: * . • ’. < 

• . *• • 

Then the prince, the Duke of Lancaster, the Earl 

of Cambridge, the Earl of Pembroke, and all the otljer 
with their corppanies enterAl iijto the city, and all 
other footmen, ready apparelled to do evil, and to 
pill an8 rob the citj", and to slay men, women, and 
children, for so it was comnftnded them to do.. It was 
great pity to see' the»mefl, women, and childwn that 
kneeled flown on thbir knees before the'prince for 
mercy; but he was so inflamed with ire, that he tflok 
no heed to them, so that none was heard but all put 
to death that were met withal, and* such as were 
nothing culpable. Theice was no pity taken of the 
poor people, who wrougfit never no maflner of 
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treason. . . . There was not so hard a heart within 
the city of Limoges, and if he had anj remembrance of 
God, but that wep^t piteously fqr the great mischief 
that they saw before their eyes ; ifor more than three 
thousand ,men, women, and children we!e slain and 
beheaded that day-i-God have mercy on their souls, 
for I trow they were martyrs ! •• 

Before the recent war broke out, one had a faint hope 
that all this was for Ihe most part ancient history—at 
least ds far as Western Europe was concerned. Then 
came Louvain and Aerschot, and we realised that a 
nation of civilised men was still capable of re-enacting 
in great measure the horrors of the sac|i of Cremona and 
the saij)c of Rome. The will to massacre was abroad in 
the world again, and the twentieth century was linked 
in public crime to the Renaissance and the Middle Ages. 
It is all the result of hatrkd let loose, of the folly of 
arrogance which regards the hostile earth as inhabited 
by beasts. The German cannot plead in excuse that 
, Providence gave him horns and a tail or that, like 
Caligula' he is mad.' He is merely an fcxample of an 
average educated human being, capable of good and 
evil, who bowed d(jiwnito massacre as to a god, and 
indulged in blood-lust as in heathen rites. Possibly, 
many Germans thought that, because they rea’d Goethe 
and are kind to their .children, they were justified in 
massaC.ing “ contumacious' ’‘eAemies (as Ifliuy would 
have called them) at will. One of the tragedies of the 
war was that so many of the better sort of Germans 
defended their, country’s crimes. 

Then since the war there was Amritsar. . . . Well, 
what’s the good of talking ? 



XXI 

The World aS One Place 

W HEN a man tells you that it is imifossible 
to be a citizen of the world, and that all talk 
of such a thing is mere cant, he usually wears 
a hard-headed ejpression. His expression‘is justified 
if he means that an average Englishman could never 
feel at home in the company of an African Bsshman 
in the same way as he feels at home among people who 
know how to flatter him m his own language. The 
Englishm|n may get to^ike Bushmen if he lives among 
them, but even so he will not like them to the point of 
wishing to see his sisters nlarryiijg them. And on< ^oe^ 
not need to g(? as far ahfond as thS Bushmen in order to 
discover evidencepf the deep division that exists between 
race and race, few people r^arc^ even Europe as one 
place when it comes to the choice of a friend or a wife. 
When a man marries a woman of another race, his friends 
are nervous if he is not. George Wyndham once said 
that the aristocracy of Jidrope were all one £anlfly, and, 
in the circles of royalty and aristocracy, the prejudice 
against foreigners as foreigners is, except during war, 
milder than in the middle classes. If middle-class pre¬ 
judices, however, disprove the unity of the world, and 
the unity of Europe, they must also be held to tiisprove 
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the unity of the English or any other nation. For, just as 
there are divisions between race and race and between 
nation and nation, so there are internal divisions between 
creed and oreed and between class and flass. The 
Evangelical 'Protestant mother is in despair if her 
daughter marries a (Catholic; the Baptist i^ doubtful 
about the Methodist, and both look down on the 
Plymouth Brother. The religious man and the atheist 
regard each other wiAi horror, though nowadays, one 
fancies’", the religious man is frequently the more tolerant 
of the two. I have heard a charming atheist declare 
that the ultimate division is between people who believe 
in God and people who don’t: belief ir God, it appears, 
is the rnly unforgivable faux pas. And, if persons of 
different creed regard each other in this fashion, persons 
of different social status are as hostile “ unffer their 
skins.” Mr. Kipling once portrayed a united England 
in which cook’s son and duke’s son got chefk by jowl 
in the same line of verse ; but we have not yet seen even 
■the .‘first foreshadowings of an England in which a 
duchess can marry a potman without causing something 
of a scandal or in which Lord Chancallors choose their 
' friends from amongigre?ngrocers. Thus every nation 
'may be said to be rent with diyisions. Crepd is set 
against creed, class against class, town against country, 
citizen against citizer^. Ope pould enumerate and 
exaggerate .divisions of this kind in such ai way as to 
make it appear that England writhes in a fiery sea of 
Strindbergian hatreds and is a prey to worse than 
Bolshevik anariSiy. One could depict Liverpool speak¬ 
ing ill of Manchester, the nprth expres^g a raucous 
contemjft for the south, Berkshire inventing insulting 
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thijigs to say to Buckin^amshire, and Kensingtbn 
proper despising West Kensington. A writer of comic 
genius once imagined what it would be like if the 
London feoroughs made war on one another, and, in a 
sense, a tftousand subdued wars of the; kind are ^n 
progress in England every day. »One ought, perhaps, to 
say thirfy million wars, for, wherever there is a 
human being, there is a war. There is not a village 
in the country^ there is hardly^ a house, where there 
is not a constant struggle going on, if it is «nly for 
a clerkship in a gas-company or between a nurse and 
a child. 

In spite of all this, however, one knows that the unity 
of England is a real thing, and that the man who denied 
it would be a mere maker of paradoxes. The English¬ 
man feels within him the sense of one place called 
Englanck with one body «f traditions, with ofle great 
inheritance of political and moral ideas and literature, 
with ev 5 i a prevailing type of character and features in 
the inhabitants. To an erdinary Englishman, tlj&unity 
of England *em8 one of the fiihd and permanent diings 
in Nature, like the seven stars in the Plough. He seldom 
casts his mind back to tho|p woad-addicted creature 
who would have found ihmore dSficult to grasp the id^ 
of the tinity of England than the modern man finds it to 
grasp the idea of the unitymf the world. The unity of 
the tribe, the unit/ of'the (Sty, or the uryfy of the 
province, has in all cases preceded and, noMoubt, fought 
against the unity of the nation. Every unit, hcJwever 
small—whether a feudal clan or a cijy—is sensitive as 
regards th^ most cautious inroads made into its ind^' 
pendence. The nations that we nowaday^ know a/ 
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England, France, Italy, Bflhemia, IrelaAd, all had to 
pass through stage after stage of civil <war before they 
became predominantly the patria of their inhabitants. 
It is not,a hundred yeats since it was'{)ossible for a great, 
though abonfinable, statesman to dismiss fcaly as “ a 
geographical expression,” and yet the unity of Italy had 
been preparing ever since the pre-Christian diys when 
the city of Rome began to hdmit the alien tribes at her 
doors into the Roman citizenship. True, Rome ex¬ 
tended {ler citizenship far beyond the coast-line of Italy, 
and in that way may have prophesied even a wider unity 
than the unity of a nation. But the time for this is not 
yet. The njost unbreakable unity the world knows at 
the present moment is the unity of n/cionality. Even 
the unity of the strongest possible empire is less binding. 
As Mr. Chesterton has put it, an empire k) only„a com¬ 
munity; while a nation is a, communion. T^is com¬ 
munion, however, is not a thing suddenly created by an 
act pf'God, but has slowly become a reality after long 
ages of compromise, reluctancq, and civil war. A sense 
of cemmcjn interests,, common traditions, common 
liberties, which once clustered refund the city or clan, 
has qow become attached ^o the larger unit. The great 
empires of the past fell because they 'ftttt ultimately 
neither communities nor communiens. “ The Persian 
Empire,” as Mr. Zimmern,3jys, “ was more imposing 
than the ^Republics of Greece;, Assyria and Babylon 
than the hitler tribal divisions of Pdiestine ; thd Spanish 
Empire than the cities of the Netherlands.” But Athens 
and Judaa were, like modern nations, communions. In 
so far as they were so, they enabled men to Ijve intenser 

'and larger lives. Man cannot live withoutreommunion. 
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and his capacft/ for a largA- communion is one of fhe 
few respects in which we can feel almost certain that he 
has progressed since the days of the Athenians. It is, I 
admit, not yet proved that he can advance beyond the 
communiorf of nationality to a communian of Europe 
or a communion of the world. I am myself sceptical as 
to the colhing of a communion of the world which will 
obliterate and supplant the communion of the nation. 

I do not even believe that, at the present stage of civilisa¬ 
tion, it is desirable. If there is to be a communion of 
the world, it must supplement, rather than supplant, 
the communion of the nations. In such a condition of 
affairs, the true citizens of the world would be the in¬ 
dividual nations* not the individual men and women. 
The ideal nation would he public-spirited agd law- 
abiding iis regsrds the world at latge just as the ideal 
man is pyiblic-spirited and law-abiding as regafds his 
own nation. The League of Nations is well named, 
because ?t is a league of communions already* in 
existence, not a league of human beings free, ^rom 
what the cosmopolitan regards as narro\W natfonal 
loyalties. * 

At the same time, the unity gf the world, like the unity, 
of a nation, if it can be created at aTl, can only be created, 
in the irfiagination of'ir.dividual men and women. The 
world will become one plate as soon as a sufficient 
number of men and ■fronten thfhk it so. Al^dy it is 
an astronomical unit, reeling with the delilferate march 
of a tipsy man round the sun. The geologist, too, may 
say vrith Tom Paine : “ The world jf my country.” 
The geograpjier tells the very school-children that it is 
as definitely alrecognisabfe thing as an orange,that you 
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might take up in your handt And the religions, as Mr. 

' Wells points out in the first part of The OutUne of 
History, which may ^ell introduce a new form into 
literature, usually begin with “ somt sort of cSsmogony 
and world history as a basis.” The creation of the world, 
when we read about it; seems an even more impressive 
event than the creation of one’s own country. But as 
soon as it is created we seem to lose all further interest 
in it, and confine our\attention to one small patch or 
series <Sf small patches on its surface. This concentra¬ 
tion is in many respects a good thing, but it is a good 
thing only if we do not fall victims to the delusion that 
nothing beyond the patch on which we concentrate 
exists. I We must not deny the worlc^ even if we have 
ordinaijly to ignore the greater part of it. After all, one 
has ordinarily to ignore the greater part of one’s own 
country, as one earns one’s"living or eats one’s meals. 
But (Jte existence of one’s country is a fact ever present 
in 'one’s imagination and repeatedly exercises an in¬ 
fluence on one’s opinions and behaviour. The existence 
of tte wotld is not as a fact of this kind. A sense of 
the existence of the world is rare even ^mong statesmen. 
' Tht world may be said to exist as a unit for purposes of 
•exploitation, but that is all. .We have no public spirit 
about the planet. Just, however', as men in previous 
ages have had to choose bftween the communion of the 
nation as'd the disunioifof warring; classes, so jhe nations 
must now choose between the communion of the wodd 
and the disunion of warring peoples. War has reached 
a point where it/!mbraces the world, even if our thoughts 
do not. And the peace that wise men now long for is 
not a mere peace among rital empires but a peace of the 
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world. “ There can,” as Mr. Wells writes, " be no 
peace now ... but a common peace in all the world 
no prosperity but a general prosperity,” And he adds, 
as an ex?uje for hfs own heroic and remarkable enter¬ 
prise in history ; “ But there can be no common peace 
and prcgperity without conilnon historical ideas.” 
Hence his attempt to inculcate into us “ a sense of 
history as the Common adventure of all mankind.” His 
history will thus be no mere digast of the histories of the 
component nations and empires. It will be an*attempt 
to follow the career of man as the inhabitant of this run¬ 
away globe. To a man of speculative temper, accus¬ 
tomed to let hi^mind wander from star to ^tar through 
the crooked reaches of the universe, it m^st seem 
natural to take a patriotic interest in this tempeete little 
planet,*this ^emi-Eden, so comfortable, at so exactly 
the right distance from the*sun, the planet that produced 
Socrate%and Shakespdkre and us. It seems sentimentally 
like home when we contrast it with the blank and*bar- 
barous seas of space sttldded with dead worlds.* T^e 
more we know of it, ^e more affectionate w8 feel about 
it. But most o£us know hardly anything ; and we are 
appalled as we^hink of the v|st libraries of the histdriaifs 
and men of science whom we have no time to read. 
More and more history, it is probable, will be written 
in the future in the yjirirfn which Mr. Wells is writing 
his new hook. It is qp attempt^o master twes^ sciences 
and a hundred histories, and to give them all together 
the unity of a tale. There will still be room for those 
other tales in'whicb the hero is not man as an abstraction 
but man i« the concijte—^Pericles and Lincoln an 3 
Garibaldi, 'fhe human imagination needs the help both 
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of {he philosopher and of the'artist; and tfie philosopljer 
and the artist need one another. Mr. Wells’s new work, 
it may well be, will become a revolutionary contribution 
to popular history. If it does, it will'also helg ft) revolu¬ 
tionise popular politics more than all the diatribes that 
could be written against secret diplomacy in a hundred 
years. 
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I T is difficult to say on what the modern feeling that 
birds ought to be protected from rapacious man is 
based. It is clearly not based on regard for the 
sanctity of life. ‘Few of the advocates of the birds are 
abstainers from chicken and partridge. Even tjie vege¬ 
tarians among^them have so little regard for the sanctityj 
of life tljat they openly bsast of the millions of insects 
that the birds annually slaughter. In the last resort, it 
is doubtful if the average man will respect the life oiany 
creature which he looks atn as a danger to his health or 
wealth. He would exterminatSiorses, dogsfflamfligos, 
or butterflies if he got it into his head that the tontin- 
uance of any of them threatened his own existences 
may have lost the belief Jhat he is the centre of all the 
solar s^tems and that all the animals and all the stars 
were created merely withiif view to his interests. But 
he still acts as if this ifese'ko. HSwould.with^it scruple, 
extinguisti the stars (supposing he could ^t at them) if 
they blighted his corn and potatoes. There was J con¬ 
scientious objector who, when driven ijito a corner, con¬ 
fessed to a ^bunal that so great a horror had he of taking 
life that, if Hfe were working on a farm, he.could not 
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conscientiously spray the po'tato crop for fear of killing 
•the insects or germs, or whatever one'calls them, that 
cause disease. The average man regards feelings of this 
kind as unhealthy. 'He sees that yoh have only to go a 
step further tp find yourself shuddering over the torture 
endured by the grass wiiile the cattle munch it in their 
remorseless jaws. Clearly^ all we animals live by the 
destruction of life, whether we are canrubals or vege¬ 
tarians. Every bird is, a butcher-bird. It will slay a 
lettuce, if not a worm. 

On the other hand, as civilisation advances, we do 
undoubtedly shrink more and more from unnecessary 
killing. At an early stage we cease to kill our own kind 
either for the sake of a dainty dish or tor sport. If we 
kill a rjan our motives are no longer luxurious, but 
strictly utilitarian. Our consciences wotild wound us 
if we could not show that'we gained something by 
doing it. Nor is it enough that'we should gain as in¬ 
dividuals. Killing is murder when the gain is not public 
as well, as private. And, just ns there is a tendency to 
keep'the killing of men'Aithin ever narrower bounds, so 
there is an increasing tendency to restrict the killing of 
animals to necessary killing, Luxury killing is no longer 
regarded as the natural right, of every boy and man. 
Outside a few traditional sports the killer has 'flow to 
“ show cause ” for his actiba. Civilised people, how¬ 
ever muoh. they .wish to'get rid of'dies, are distressed if 
they see their children killing flies for fun. However 
much they are in favour of the diminution of house- 
sparrows, they do not encourage their nephews to 
'slaughter them with catapults. If we “ 8w<it that fly,” 
we do it,, not joyfully as sportsmen, but' in the sober 

158 



The WroMgi of Birds 

spirit of wor?. * Our ancestors did things to badgSrs, 
cats, owls, ganifcts, and gulls, all in the way of sport, 
which would nowadays shock a hanging judge. It used 
to be a favourite sport among fishermen to put a sprat 
or some sn&ll fish on a floating board in (Jrder to tempt 
gannets to di\e for it. The gannet would dive at the 
board as though it were the sea, and the force of the dive 
would break its necl?. It is difficult to think of many 
people among one’s acquaintances in these days who 
would be even mildly amused by such practice* Small 
boys in Cornwall used to have a still more unpleasant 
way of killing seagulls. Baiting hooks with a morsel of 
fish, they would leave these lying about the sands for 
gulls to swallow? As soon as the gull was hooked they 
would drag it towards them and wring its necj. This 
sport ofi killing for its own sake has now few defenders.^ 
We regard a boy who wotild be deliberately crhel to a 
seagull as we would a*boy who blew up a frog through 
a straw inserted into its body. Many boys, wncm it 
would be absurd to look on as criminals, will d<> these 
things if it is the habit of their fftsnds to do thsm. There 
is a vein of cruelty in*most children, if it is encAiraged 
by circumstances. The re^on jvhy the modent boy 
does not do many things.that boys used to do is simply 
that tht code has ch‘ai.ged. To some extent, no doubt, 
the newer sort of educatiwf has interested him in birds 
and beasts as the “ uSfefnI knowftdge ” taughpn the old- 
fashioned schools failed to do. There are probably at 
least fifty schoolmasters with a taste for natural history 
for every one that could be discovered two generations 
ago. Add pa this the fact that we are interested nowa^ 
days in the’study of the* living creature where out 
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anteetors were content with* the stuffed'specimen. Mr. 
W. H. Hudson’s contemptuous dislilte of the stuffed 
birds of the museups is symptomatic of the change that 
has come over thet public taste. ‘Educationally, the 
pieference for the study of the living creiture rather 
than the corpse is, itds reasonable to^lhink, a great 
improvement. One learns exceedingly little about 
either a bird or a butterfly if one only iuiows its dead 
body in a glass case. ^ 

In recent months we have seen the old controversy 
reopened as to the advantage of killing birds, not for the 
amusement of boys, but for the decoration of women. 
Ornithologists, sportsmen, and agriculturists have 
united with humanitarians, poets, and members of 
General Page Croft’s party, in protesting against a 
j feather trade which cannot apparently ‘be carried on 
without seriously risking thA: extermination qf various 
species of birds which are of intwest to man on account 
notionly of their beauty but of their value as assistants 
in prsferving the food supply.. On the whole, however, 
t^e {rroteflers seem taVegard the utilitanan argument 
as beilig merely of secondary importaijce. The men of 
science and the aesthetes ^are disturbed^ mainly by the 
^irospect that, if something is not done, some of the 
most beautiful and interesting s))ecies of bifds will 
entirely disappear. The rsst are for the most part 
moved hy^the feeling tfiat the'end (which is ^he luxury 
of woman’s ’dress) does not justify the cruel means by 
which it is achieved. It is just twenty-one years since 
the use of osprey plumage as a decoration in the British 
’ Army was abolished on these grounds by Lcp'd Wolseley. 
Until thaf, time, these plumes'were worn' by officers in 
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the Horse Artfllery, the Huisars, the King’s Royal Rifles, 
and the Rifle Brigade. On its becoming generally known 
that to obtain them involved a greaUdeal of cruelty, an 
order wa« issued that the plumed »r the ostrich should 
henceforth <be used instead. Women, ^owever, afc 
apparently lo^ impressionable, than soldiers, for the 
abandonment of osprey plumes in the Army was not 
followed by a, similar step'among fashionable ladies. 
Yet the evidence of the cruelty necessary in the collec¬ 
tion of osprey plumes is so overwhelming as *o make 
one doubt whether the prettiest feather is quite worth it. 
The plumage of the egret, as is well known, only attains 
its perfect beauty at the breeding season. At this time 
the bird is not oiliy at its loveliest but at its tamest, as it 
is absorbed in the rearing of its young. Hente, it is 
always killed at a season when its death involves*Ieaving 
the youn^ birds in the nest to die of starvatioh. We 
get a vivid descriptiojt, of the desolation wrought on 
these ocAsions in the confession of an old plume-hunter 
who carried on the trade,in Venezuela. “ The yatives 
of the country,” he declared, “•who do virtually alt the 
hunting for' feathers,'are of a most cruel and Ijrutal 
nature. I have^^en them frequently pull the plumea 
from wounded ^)iids, leaving the*crippled birds to die„ 
of starvation, unable to respond to the cries of their 
young in the nests above jrhich were calling for food. 
I have known these ptopte to tic»and prpp up wounded 
egrets on !he marsh, tJhere they would attricfthe atten¬ 
tion of other birds flying by. These decoys they'keep 
in position until they die of their wounds, or from the 
attacks of insects. 1 have seen the terrible red ants of 
that country •actually eSting .out the eyes .of these 
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wounded, helpless birds, that were tfed up by the 
plume-hunters.” One need not be a‘■sentimentalist to 
be disgusted by sirch a description as this. In England, 
sportsrfien recognise two races of men—the “<■ thorough 
sportsman ’Vand the other sort. The “ thofough sports¬ 
man ” is one who, having wounded a bi^i, will insist on 
looking for it till he has found it in order not'to leave it 
to die slowly in its pain. He is heithen a humanitarian 
on the one hand, nor qallous on the other. He will take 
life, bift he will not inflict careless pain in doing so. The 
story of the plumage trade, unfortunately, is crowded 
with instances of the most monstrous cruelty. We are 
told of albatross-hunters who cut the wings off liv¬ 
ing birds and leave them to die of'haemorrhage. On 
Laysep Island, in the South Pacific, an official investi¬ 
gator on behalf of the United States GtJvernment came 
on evidence of the loathsonA; cruelties of these plumage- 
hunters. In a dry cistern he found “ the living birds 
were kept by hundreds to starve slowly to death. In 
.this Way the fatty tissue lying next to the skin was used 
up and ttie skin was left quite free from'grease, so that 
it required little or no cleaning dqring preparation. 
'Miny_ other revolting sjghts, such as the remains of 
young birds that had been .left to starve, were to be 
seen.” And the same sort of story comes‘from all 
parts of the world where iti pays to go plume-hunting. 
In the rejsult, there is k serioufrdanger that many species 
of beautiful and useful birds may become as extinct as 
the dodo. The egret was disappearing from Florida 
(where a single heronry, it was estimated, a few years 
ago contained three million birds) whep the United 
States passed a plumage law such as" is now being 
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agitated for in fengland. The bird of paradise is in 
danger of disapjjearing from many tropical countries. 
The kingfisher is becoming an evjr r^rer bird, and it is 
little wonder, seeing that in a single year the skins of 
272,000 kingfishers were sold in the London feather 
market at thl^epence-halfpenny each. And yet we 
have the unanimous witness gf the scientific agricultur¬ 
ists that but fol the birds the insects would become a 
plague so disastrous that neither,crops nor cattle would 
be safe and that the trees would be stripped t)are of 
their leaves. In Salt Lake City, as Mr. James Buckland 
tells us in his pamphlet. The Plumage Bill: What it 
Means, the inhabitants have set up a public Inonument 
to the seagulls that came and delivered them from a 
plague of black crickets which in two successive years 
came and devdured their wheat-crop. The bjrd is 
similarly the enemy of the locust and of the mosquito 
that carries so many deSdly diseases in the tropics. 

Thus it will be seen that the plumage question is*no 
mere fad of the humanitarians, but is related to« 3 ther. 
great questions affecting the heaftfi and the fodU supply 
of man. Moralistj differ as to the extent of man’s rights 
over the brute elation. The ^ud^hist would spare"all 
life. The average Englishman would shrink from eat¬ 
ing a robin. He has even doubts about eating larks in 
a pie, such as that for whith Meredith wrote out the 
recipe. But no moralisf of "any schbol has eve^advocated 
indifference to cruelty. And no man of any common 
sense has ever professed indifference to the health and 
food supply of the human race. The question of ostrich 
plumes is on a^different footing from the general plumage 
question, as th*e trade in osfrieh feathers, it "is said, 
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involves no ill either to bird or man. But, if it can be 
shown (as I think it can) that the traffic'in birds’ feathers 
not only involves^^rqss cruelty but endangers what is 
called fhe economy of Nature, thed both the'trading in 
ind the wearing of these dearly-bought pfumes should 
surely be prohibited by law. The Tj^ies, the Royal 
Family, and great authorities on the tropics such as Sir 
Harry Jdhnston, have hitherto been as ineffective as the 
humanitarians in their,contest with the small but deter- 
mined'feather trade in the East End of London. The 
present agitation, however, coming as it does at a time 
when the world’s food supply is less secure than it has 
been withfn living memory, may well result in an end 
being put once and for all to a useless lorm of destructive 
savagry. 
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Patriotism for Jnfants 

P erhaps there is no more difficult problem in 
education than how to teach patriotism to boys 
and girls. It is open to doubt even whether it 
can be taught. Patriotism is not a ready-made subject 
like Latin grammar or algebra. It is not ar« exact 
science sbout which there is no disputing qutside 
lunatic asylums. There are* about as many varieties of 
patriotisn^ as of religion. It shades off gradually from 
the patriotism of the bully at the one end of the scale* to 
the patriotism of the saint at the other—I meat) Jhei 
extreme kind df saint who woufj willingly see hijnself 
and his country csucified if he thought this was neces¬ 
sary to the salvation of the wqj-ld. ^Obviously, here are 
two denominations of patrretism which have as little in 
common*with one another as Catholics and Plymouth 
Brethren. Each of us.^o ddubt, will contend that there 
is only onebtrue churcli oT patriotism as of region, and 
that he himself belongs to it. “ Orthodoxy is my dojy,” 
as Byron put it: “ heterodoxy -is the other fellow’s 
doxy.” But no impartial investigato* from another 
planet would* ^ccept this .view of the matter without 
more corroboration than the p&sion with which it is 
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uttered. He would study with an .equal eye every 
hideous and beautiful variety of patriotism from Demos¬ 
thenes ^to Mr. B^onley, from Moses to Tom Paine 
and Mr, G.,K. Chesterton and the Evenii^ Vetus. He 
would not deed to go back further than the Boer War 
to discover examples*'of patriotism i/'sev/;ral of its 
manifestations. He would find that in the course of 
that war two equally ardent patriots, Mr. Kipling and 
Mr. Chesterton, took diametrically opposite sides. The 
one hoped that England would win, the other hoped 
that the Boers would win. For Mr. Chesterton was not 
content to accept the conventional Radical view that, 
while the war ought never to have ^een begun, it was 
better* when once it was begun, that England should 
have rhe victory. As he has explained^in a recent pre¬ 
face, he and Mr. Belloc were Pro-Boers in & sense in 
which the ordinafy Pro-^oer^, as the Radicals were 
called, were not. “ We were,” as he says, “ amh more 
insistent that the Boers were right in fighting than that 
'the English were wrong in fighting.” At the time, this 
seemed to many people the patriotism of*a traitor. And, 
looking backward, many people probably still think it 
so. I am not concenedrt the presentimoment with the 
question whether the Chestfertonian kind of patriotism 
or the Kipling sort is nearer the ideal. All I wish to 
suggest is that a visitor fro,m jVIars, who studied the 
careers and writings of Mr. Chesterton and Mr. Kipling, 
would be much less likely to conclude that one of them 
was a patriot and the other a traitor, than that both of 
them were pardots, but of different kinds. He would 
note that Mr. Chesterton is a patriot wfio likes to think 
he belongs to a little country, and that Mr. Kipling is a 
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patriot who lifes to think he belongs to a big count^. 
He would see tW Mr. Chesterton loves England as 
riotously as Mr. Kipling loves the ftitish Empire. In 
other wotds, one 8f them has the patriotism’ of the 
Nationalist, the other the patriotism of thj Imperialist. 
Mr. Chesterton’s patriotic vers* would find a response 
in any of the little nations : ^r. Kipling’s in any of the 
great Powers. ’ 

One of the questions which have for some time past 
been engaging the thoughts of political wfiters ,is 
whether the patriotism of the Nationalist and the 
patriotism of the Imperialist can ultimately be reconciled. 
The British Empire, it is claimed, has goneta great way 
further towards ‘such a reconciliation than did the 
German, though it would be hypocrisy to pretepd that 
the matter has’yet been finally settled in any country. 
Professors Stanley Lane-Pcfele has formulated tfie pro- 
British vjew in the aslertion that the English idpal of 
Imperialism is a State composed of nations, while‘the 
German ideal is a natio* composed of States. ♦'That, 
however, is only a rough statenfwit, and, whilt it would 
be enthusiastically approved in Canada and Australia, 
it would be regyded as wildlv ros^-coloured in Irefendj 
India, Egypt, and by many people in South Africa. But. 
it is nof my purpose to discuss the Nationalist-Imper¬ 
ialist formula. I am interested in it just now only in so 
far as it i^ symptomatic tit a tendtncy not to force one’s 
patriotism upon other people but to take otfier people’s 
patriotism as an accepted and admirable fact, and'so to 
prepare the world not for a conflict,,but for a com¬ 
munity, of jjgtriotisms. 

The immerfiate occasion oT this brief inquiry into the 
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nature of patriotism is the issue of a gamphlet by the 
Welsh Department of the Board of Education, contain¬ 
ing “ suggestions |jo ^ocal education authorities and 
teachers'in W^les regarding the teaching of pafriotism.” 
This threepesny pamphlet, entitled Patriotism, has been 
published in connectidn with the obs^anje of the 
national anniversary of St..David’s Day ; and it seems 
to me that, if patriotism is to be directly taught at all, 
the suggestions put for\^',ard are unusually sane and free 
from vulgar offence. There is little to be said for the 
sort of lesson in patriotism which involves the salutation 
of flags and the howling of bulldog songs by children. 
It may, for'all one knows, be possible^ to drill harmless 
infants/nto bumptious little patriots along these lines. 
^ It is qisite as likely, on the other hand, that, taught in 
I this way, patriotism may end in boring children as in¬ 
sufferably as school ‘poetry.' This, it may be Vrbjccted, 
might be used as an argument against teaching poetry, 
or, Indeed, any other pleasant subject. But it is really 
only an argument against teaching poetry or any other 
pleasant subject in subfi a way as will ftiake it either 
hated or ridiculous. Mr. Kipling’s patriotism is not 
open to suspicion ev^ in^he most flag-svagging circles, 
•but he has given in one of the chapters of Stalky and Co. 
a perfect derisive satire of the kind of patriot who 
attempts to impress an assembly of schoolboys with 
flags and gpouthings.' These' tilings belong to the 
bombast of patriotism, not to its realities. The school¬ 
boy learns more of the realities of patriotism from the 
story of Curtiuf leaping into the gulf than from a 
thousand orations made up oijt of the rags and tags of 
leading aiticles. He is 'instinctively a patriot. Every- 
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thing, except the professors of patriotism, conspire? to 
make him so". He begins with the patriotism of the* 
school. His school-patriotism, ind^d, is more often in 
need of turbing thlhn otherwise. Me learns to’think of 
the inhabitants of rival schools with contempt and dis¬ 
like. He iS-^nts nicknames •for them. He throws 
stones at them from a safe,distance. When he is of a 
bolder disposition add of the nature of a future V.C., 
there is nothing he likes better than to pick a fight with 
one of them by lurching into*him as he pas*;s in the 
street, or by challenging his riglit even so much as to 
look at him. Many of us have enjoyed something like 
these passions in our schooldays. Schoel could not 
meet school in the innocence of football without our 
loathing our opponents like a mob of Satans. ^ow we 
clamoufed fof verdicts against their play on the leasf 
excuse !• How we despised the re/eree for his leniency 
to then^l The playeA on the field seemed to be,able to 
treat each other like human beings, but for us»who 
looked on, especially th« youngest of us, the g^me was 
a battle between men and motfsters. « 

Such, I believe, is the attitude of the natural'school- 
boy, though iv is modified from place to place, and in 
the best schools is graduallrefined into a really sport?- 
manlilfe school-patriotism. But where the code of 
sportsmanship has not btfcome a sort of second nature,* 
the schoolboy easilj grows u[> into a youth with an 
aggressive patriotism of the village. It is^ot in football 
matches between two Universjties, where the dode of 
sportsmanship is strong, but in patches between 
villages at^l industrial districts, where the code is ifl' 
comparison weak, that the Veieree is occasionally driven 
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frorti the field by the infuriated local patriotism of the 
•onlookers. I know of one little town whfere it used to be 
said that no visitirL’ football team dared win a match 
save at the risk of thlir Skins. It is n«t that villagers and 
ar^sans are predestinately less sportsmanlike than under¬ 
graduates. It is simply that they have notfiad the good 
fortune to be brought up in that fine and leisurely tradi¬ 
tion. Be that as it may, however, rc can hardly be ques¬ 
tioned that, equally with the undergraduates, they are 
predestiftod patriots. Tfiey love their school more than 
any other school, their village more than any other 
village, their city more than any other city, and, as needs 
no demonstration in these days, their country more than 
any other country. No education is nec&sary to produce 
this love'of school or village or city or country. All that 
education can do is to give it a noble, instead of an ig¬ 
noble, direction—to ^eep it ki the tradition offhonour 
and sportsmanship and chivalry. ' 

The'child’s information about the world should grow 
up nabjrally around its own Jiome and place. The 
t^elsh beyartment wisely emphasises tho importance 
of local history. If history and patl iotisiji stopped there, 
iUwovld, 1 agree, be lamentable, and coujd only lead to 
a, revival of a kind of* tribtilisgi. But nothing in the 
world’s experience suggests that a man is a worse patriot 
• for having begun as a passionute lover of his school or 
his town. As a njatter c( fact, the Idsser patriotijm leads 
to the larger'kimost of necessity in a modern European 
nation with a long national history. The great problem, 
is really not how to make men patriots, but how to make 
’ riien patriots and gentlemen (or, if you like the word better. 
Sportsmen), That is whyiit is vvicked folly to bludgeon 
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patriotism into a child’s head. Its patriotism will thrive 
not by bullying, but by knowledge and by noble imagine 
ation. Hence the didactic sort if patriotism is un- 
necessafy where *the child can 'te brought through' 
history and nature and literature under*fhe power sf a 
fine tra(Jitioi ^ The child with a passion for heroes and 
the fields of home will b^ none the better patriot for 
having to learn by heart “ Breathes there a Man,” or for 
listening to a lecture on the flag from a Member of 
Parliament. One’s country ought not to be Wirned into 
a golden calf. Rather it is something living and real, 
without which we seem but guzzlers and aliens, with¬ 
out home, without lineage, without the sun. It is 
created of the air and the earth, and all those ideals and 
experiences which transfigure the lives of i|ien. To' 
love i? is as natural as to be happy. To serve it is a's 
natural—and as difficult*-as to be honest or‘gentle «r 
agreeable or virtuous. But to schoolmaster sn^all boys 
and girls into this love and service is almost as *uper- 
fluous as to hector thotn into loving a perfecJ*mother, 
or toTecturb them into a tasfefor honey ortwild’straw- 
berries. 



XXIV 

The Meaning oj Ifish Republicanism 

I T hat' been found fjossible during the past few 
months to arrange terms of peace between England 
and Germany. It has not yet been found possible 
to arrange terms of peace between England and Ireland. 
The peace with Germany was in great'measure a dic- 
'tated peifce, but it was a peace dictated to an equal 
rtation. ^fhe Irish peace schemes of the {fast few years 
ht've broken down because th^majority of Irishmen see 
in them an attempt to dictate peach to a subject .nation, 
The rpost important event in modern Irish politics has 
been th«^ spread of the idea of sovereign independence. 
It wofild be more accuscKe to say, the idea of equal 
independence : for the younger Nationalists have no 
objection to seeing the independence of,their country 
liijiited by the League of NA'ions, provided every other 
nation surrenders an equal portion of its libertfes on 
behalf of the common liberty <)f mankind. They take 
the view, however, that»they wo'ulcf be betraying their 
country if the^'admitted the right of any other nation 
to limit“their liberties for, its own ends. They say that 
the war put an end to this state of things, and act on the 
'assumption that we are now living under a new dispen¬ 
sation. 
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Republicaifilm, no dou\)t, has been a force in hish 
politics for mohe than a hundred years—ever since, i» 
fact, the Protestant citizens of Belf^t sent a message of 
enthusiastic sympathy to the Ffenrh Revolution. The 
Republican Robert Emmet has, as far as “the memory of 
living man |;oes back, been thj theme of ballad-singers 
wanderiflg frSm village to village, and the Republican 
Wolfe Tone has looked down gallantly from » thousand 
painted banners even in the most constitutional Home 
Rule Processions. The Irish,4t may be said,iiave been 
Republican in their imaginations, even when they have 
been Home Rule in their politics. At the same time, 
their two most remarkable and (in their lifetime) most 
popular leaders "have been moderates and advocates of 
an Imperialist settlement of the Anglo-Irish difficulty. 
O’Conpell, who called for the Repeal of th(? Union’ 
believe^ that Ireland shouid have an independent Parliv 
ment e^ual in powefs to the English Parliament, but 
that the two countries should have the same* JCing, 
Parnell compromised eyen on the O’Connell ideal, and 
was content to accept an Irish4iarliament suljorSirtatd to 
Westminster. The Irish people followed both OlConBell 
and Parnell enthusiastically along the path of, com¬ 
promise. They offered^to<iccef!t first repeal and then 
Home»Rule as an alternative to the separatist settlement 
of Emmet and Tone. British statesmen, however, acted, 
on the assumption rtiat^ if Rep^l and 3ome Rule were 
defeatecf, the alternative was, not sepauftion, but the 
Union. They saw the O’Connell movement smashed 
to such a degree that Ireland was compared to a corpse 
on the dissecting-table. Even then, liowever, the Irish 
people dicffiot turn in despjir to Unionisiji. Rather, 
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thej changed their despair into hope, ahd poured in 
their thousands into the lodges of the Ilish Republican 
Brotherhood, bettir known as the Fenians. The 
Fenians,‘in their turir, failed to produce a Garibaldi or a 
Mazzini, and h was on the ruins of Fenianism that the 
Parnell compromise was built. By a curious fatality, 
statesmen at Westminster once more faifcd to' see that 
an alternative to separation was being offered to them. 
Gladstone could not even carry the whole of his own 
party with him in agreei^rg to the offer made by Parnell 
on behalf of Ireland to accept a ten-shillings-in-the- 
pound settlement of her claims. Lord Salisbury stood 
for the traditional Tory gospel of the servitude of Ire¬ 
land, and he refused to admit that Ireland was either a 
nation of the eighth part of a nation. He referred to the 
Irish as llottentots, and his nephew, Mr. Arthur Balfour, 
summed up the logic of theiTory Irish policy in his 
famous message, “ Don’t hesitate to shoot.” In spite 
of this, so great an impression had the moral enthusiasm 
of Gladstone made on them, that the Irish people went 
oh holding the door open for the Home Rule com¬ 
promise until some time after the outbreak of the war 
with Germany. ^ 

During the first twb yefcs pf the war about half a 
million Irishmen flocked from all parts of the globe into 
•the army of the Allies. Thi^'Was astonishing evidence 
of the extent to which. Irishmen (rusted in tlje liberal 
professions dhSngland. It became evident before long, 
however, that there were influences at work in the War 
Office which thought they saw in the war a last chance 
bf destroying the Irish nation. Mr. Lloyd George has 
spoken of t;hese influences as “ malignant.”' They made 
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war on Irish Irish music, and every branch of Itish 
patriotism. Meanwhile, the British Cabinet did not. 
even trouble to put the Irish Parliarilent House in order 
for the toming oS the new eri.... Irishmen began to 
suspect that the promise of Home Rule was only “ for 
the duratioiJ of the war,” and^would be ’withdrawn as 
soon as its pfopagandist value was exhausted. The 
treatment of Irish men and women after the insurrection 
of 1916 confirmed them in their darkest suspicions. 
Meanwhile, they saw Home kule movements turning 
into Republican movements all over the world—in the 
German, Austrian, and Russian Empires. Finland 
abandoned Home Rulism for Republicanism. So did 
Poland. So did‘Bohemia. Ireland in doing the same 
has merely followed the tendency of the timiJS. She 
regards .herself as more separate in characterisfics and' 
culture (rom England thap Poland from Russh. Hen; 
language revival has Undoubtedly helped towards this. 
She is a! the present moment more conscious of* a, dis¬ 
tinct national personality than she has been since the 
ruins of the Qromwellian wars<, 

Mr. Erskine Childers is the first notable Englishman 
to suggest that the new Irish situation should be takea 
seriously. He asks that the Aoic4 of their rulers should 
be left to the Irish people themselves in accordance with 
the principles of full self-determination. Some writers 
hold tha^ for Ulste/s.sake, thii Irish .would vote for 
accepting a Dominiofi settlement. But iiSeems to me 
to be wilful blindness to doubt that Ireland, voting 
freely, would at present choose a Rej)ublic by a large 
majority of her people. She is as eager to be friends' 
with Englatftf as England is<o„be friends witj^ Ireland ; 

'75 



The'Passim of Labour 

but she holds that this is possible only Wi the terms on 
which other European nations are fpiends with one 
another—the terms of liberty and equality as well as of 
fraternity. One tV’n^ at least isfcertain. ,The two 
cquntries cam never be reconciled so bng as statesmen 
are more con'cerned about strategy than about freedom. 
Freedom is the only begetter of friend*hip. • Strategic 
egoism c^n give us nothing but Raisers and Tsars and 
Dublin Castles. Unfortunately, the politics of strategy 
still tak^ precedence ofvthe politics of freedom among 
the elder statesmen and diplomatists of Europe. Irish 
Republicanism is in one aspect a protest against this. 
It is a demand for the establishment, not of a League of 
Empires, but of an equal League of Nations. If Ireland 
ever accepts anything less than a Republican settlement, 
' —and‘ho power on earth outside Ireland herself has 
,.the right to call on her to ejo so—she will stifl claim a 
seat at the table in' the League of Nations, Without 
this,, fecognition of her nationality, no appeasement is 
possible. 
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On Being an Alien 

I T is surprising that anyone who wishes to be 
popular ever troubles himself abgut any other 
subject except aliens. Dislike of aliens is instinc¬ 
tive with the majojity of us. There is not a single race 
of human beings in existence which has not to m’ake an 
effort in qrder ta admit the possible equality—especially 
in the vinjies—of the memUers of apother race v^ith its 
own. We have been afraid of strangers since we were 
pagans. Ti^e are suspicious of strange dogs and strajige 
men. One has heard of sayage tribes who were so jeared 
of strangers thjit they regarded»them as sacred. The 
origin of hospitality may, for all we know, be fouhd in 
the universal terror of “ foreign devils.” It is not many 
years since we thought tjie Chinese a funny people 
because they naively called foreigners ” foreign devils.” 
It is the turn of the Chinese to laugh to-day. Their 
point of view has conTe«fo Europe, and .here, too, the 
foreigner has become a*nightmare, a creatu**with horns 
and a tail. There is unquestioi^ably something tb be 
said for the Chinese point of view. Foreigners, said 
Dr. Johnson, are mostly fools. There is quite as much 
to be said fof^he opinion that in their incursions into 
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oiher countries they are mostly rascals. *We do not need 
to read many books of travel in order to discover the 
rascality with which foreigners have behaved in the less 
well-aAned parts 6f the earth. Cfirtes and i .11 his men 
did not stajid silent upon a peak ;.i Darien for their 
health. He was of the heroic build, but his object was 
to acquire what did not b,elong to him,*and if cruelty to 
the natives was necessary to the'success* of his plans he 
became cruel to the natives. If we could have the 
opinion of the ancient {iauls on Caesar they would prob¬ 
ably have the same story to tell. Caesar was a “ foreign 
devil,” and it is only by forgetting what must have been 
the Gallic view that we can be whole-heartedly en¬ 
thusiastic about him. The Assyriails, the Greeks, and 
every^ other conquering people were also “ foreign 
devils ” in the eyes of those whom they conquered, 
The conquering rjice only becomes tolerable when it 
ceases to be regarded as foreign and is accepted as 
resident and native. The Norman conquest of England 
cease(l in the course of time to be a foreign conquest. 
The Ncr.mans settled* down, and became more English 
than’the English themselves. They ^id not, ultimately, 
rule England from abroad, and in a ceptury or two they 
were foreigners not in Etgland but in Europe. That is 
why England has suffered so little from her crtiquerors. 
She has made them, almost without exception, English¬ 
men. She has mads herself their home and their chief 
* » ^ 
interest. Bae has never had to resent their presence 

as fne Italians for Ipng resented the presence of the 
Austrians or as^ the Dutch resented the presence of the 
Spaniards on'the ground that they were merely alien 
top-dogn, immigrant parksites. I remember hearing a 
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Frenchman, many years ago, in despair of the way* in 
which the working-classes of this |:ountry voted for. 
Conservative politicians, expressing the opinion th£ 
the EngBsh peopft had never fBcovered from the 
Norman Cojques\ His view, however, *jvill not beSr 
examination. If there has not been an anti-Norman 
movement in England, it ig not because the English 
people were finally crdshed at the battle of Hastings ; it 
is because the Normans, by a happy chance or a happy 
purpose, ceased to be anti-Engfish. We are offly afraid 
of foreigners if we suspect their interests of not being 
the same as our own—if we believe they regard us not 
as their fellows but as their prey. The Normans were 
at least skilful enough to put themselves at the head of 
English patriotism and not in opposition to it, , 
During the ^ar, it can hardly be disputed, the wise 
foreignei»was he who raised his voice somewhat loudei* 
than his^eighbour’s in the utterance of patriotic senti¬ 
ments. If a man had German connections or a German- 
looking name, he did welUnot merely to sing “ Gjfd sav^ 
the King,” but to bellow it. Ode should in suth circum¬ 
stances write articles denouncing aliens till one's pdh 
scratches and sputters. One sljould shout “ IlTterfl 
them all! ” till one’s voice hoarsens to a husky whisper.. 
So inteJise is the vulgar hatred of foreigners that it 
sounds sweet music even’on the lips of a foreigner. 
Many nations, indee5,'liave to imporf a foreigner in 
order to give full expression to the pflmp of their 
patriotism. France could find within her own borders 
no Napoleon to spread her gloire tjjrough the very 
fingers and Jjpes of Eurppe. German patriotism only 
became protuberant in its pride in the works«of a Slav 
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hisVorian, Treitschke, and an English philosophaster, 
Houston Chambejjlain. We are always ready to give 
^ar right hand to a foreigner who will help us to cultivate 
megalomania, Evdiy nation has a Wd to b6 swollen, 
and no one,'can do the work quit^ so ^ilfully as a 
foreigner. On the other hand, the poorer classes are so 
deficient in patriotism thjt they have Viot always the 
educated man’s taste for having his head swelled. The 
foreigner to them is simply the dark-eyed neighbour 
who is d'rival for their Job. They have an idea that if 
there were no foreigners there would be more work, or 
better still, more money to go round. The foreigners 
are in their eyes nothing but a swarm of locusts settling 
down on a country and eating every |reen thing. It is 
impossible not to sympathise with their point of view 
when the foreigner brings with him a Tow standard of 
"living and wages and cleanliness. Who would not hate 
the ipan who would offer to do his job at half tjie price ? 
The American’s terror of the Chinaman, the English- 
ipan’sf, dread of the Russian<Jew, are simply a fear, 
inteiligerft'or unintelligent, of being supplanted in the 
eUrnin'^ of a living. The native^ woujd feel more com- 
fortSble and secure if these pestilent rij^als were swept 
,out of existence, ivfost ^ us dream of circumstances 
which will give us perfect comfort and security. We 
are vaguely resentful of the'peril and poverty in which 
we live. The illusioii of a woHiJ in which, foreigners 
having been got rid of, there would be plenty of money 
to go*' round, attracts ns like the ambitious fancy of a 
child. In such p mood, foreigners seem to us not only 
the enemies of our country but our persojjjil enemies. 



On the who^e^, then, the position of an alien cannot be 
a very pleasant one, unless one has a good deal of mone^ 
and a rich vein of transferable Mtriotism. To /e 
despised %s dirty—foreigners are iM dirty by classifica¬ 
tion—even by those who would regard a hot bath as no 
better than a pneumonia-trap, k the smallest part of the 
alien’s burden? To be an a^ien is also to be looked on 
with suspicion as a moral outcast. Aliens ar& supposed 
to be capable of all the tricks and treacheries that were 
once imputed to Jesuits. We^surely pay thefti an un¬ 
intentional compliment, however, in looking on them 
as people of superhuman cunning and at the same time 
of superhuman readiness to sacrifice themselves for the 
country they havS deserted. They may be eld men of 
eighty ; they may have had sons and grandsons lighting 
in France on the side of the Allies ; their thougfits may 
not haverfanged for half a«entury, beyond the walls of 
a barber^s shop in a back street; they may care ^ little 
for the Kaiser as for Alexander the Great; -theyimay 
have abandoned their country with the ease witjjr which 
thousands of-men of all races abandon thef» country. 
To the anti-alien^ however, they—at least it was So with 
the Germans ig England during the war—are alltalikt 
partners in a gigantic conspiracy. “ Once a German 
always fc German,” we were told, and this apparently 
means that the German Is cursed with an indelible 
patriotisna above meS oT all othar natiops even to the 
third or fourth generation. Not only th»,’ but to have 
been a German subject against pne’s will leaves fine, it 
seems, with a German taint; and so we note the paradox 
that while I^r. Ronald MacNeill, b 3.P., the famous 
loyalist, was anxious to sllbd* blood in order to free 
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Alsatians from German rule, meanwhile !ie was equally 
'eager to put Alsatjans into English internment camps. 
On the whole, if one were a member of an oppressed 
nationality, one wSuld prefer a sHghtly lesS demon¬ 
strative frienjl than Mr. MacNeill. thj same time, 
Mr. MacNeill was logiml. He had the good sense to 
realise that, if the German# had agents St England, the 
latter were not likely to be Gerftians. Ifhey were far 
more likely to be neutrals. “ If we are to intern any¬ 
body,” &id an embittel'cd Englishman to me at the 
time, “ we should begin with the neutrals ; and, if we 
do not find our suspicions cooling down as a result of 
this, we may go a step further and intern members of 
the Allied' nations. If even then vri still suffer from 
nightnjares of espionage, we had better look for victims 
nearer home and intern our own peoplfc. When once 
we have the whole human rsce behind barbed wire, we 
ought, to be able to sleep the sleep of the just." 
nothing short of this was the logic of the internment 
policy;,^ it was advocated by the extremists. They 
were'jwilttng to do as*^ immense wrong in order to 
ehminhte a little risk. Every reasonable man knows it 
fe impossible entirely to eliminate risk., Herod made a 
.courageous attempt, ()ut dfemhe failed. It is better to 
run a small risk than to be cruel or mean or cSwardly. 
There is a risk in allowing onfe’s son to grow to manhood; 
there have been such' things aS parricides. It may be 
admitted thft espionage is a commoner crime than 
parricide, but the proper way to counter it is by an 
efficient secret service, and not by running campaigns 
against aliens in sensational, papers, '{^hese merely 
rekindle the old anti-fsreign feeling which is already 
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vehement enofl^h in most of us, and which must the 
tamed into modferation if the world is to be civilised. 
The world can never be made one pllce so long as m^ 
continue ito hate fcreigners sintplj because they are 
foreigners. I remember, during the war, hearing a lady, 
who considited hdfself rather patriotic, dfenouncing in 
turn the Frencfc, the Belgians, the Welsh, the Irish, the 
Russians, and the ^^ericans. The only people in 
whom she had any faith were the English, and at least 
half of these she regarded as t^itors. She haionly one 
foreign hero—Sir Edward Carson. I fancy she looked 
on the war as a second-rate war, because there were so 
many foreigners fighting on the same side as England. 
Her ideal war, no doubt, would be a waj in which 
England and Sir Edward Carson would match out 
against jhe rest of the human race and scatter ^it with 
the jaw-ljone of the editor,of the Morning Posh 
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Plclts as an Aid to Law and Order 

T here is room for a history of plots. Few 
things have exercised a greater influence on the 
fortunes of men. Such a history would be 
interesting, not only on account of its many sensational 
anecdojes,' but for the light it would throw on human 
psychology. It would malte three things fairly clear- 
first, that, in spite of the incredulous, plots,do exist; 
Second, that where Pur prejudices are roused, most of 
us are ready to believe in a plot, whether it exisft or not; 
and'third, that when the public is convinced of the 
existenne of a dangerous plot', it is liable to attacks of 
suspifion^mania, which'lead it tp rej’oice in the punish- 
m'ent of the innocent equally with tht guilty. As for 
Aos? who are incredxlous^about plots fn general, they 
ehut their eyes to the facts aliAost deliberately. ,Dread- 
ing the things of which humjn beings are capable when 
’under the influence of plot-mnpin, and regarding the 
believers in plots as no less a peril to society than the 
plotters thems'elves, they prefer to ignore the conspira¬ 
torial side of human nature or, at least, to leave it to the 
.unimaginative sort of novelists. As ninety-nine plots 
in a hundred miscarry, and, as, <00 the lowCst computa- 
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tion, fifty pir cent of them are bogus, this policy has 
much to be said for it. It has its risks, however. Some 
plots have even succeeded. If jAius Caesar had ^erv 
less of « sceptic about plots, Hfe sjiight have lived to be 
crowned. Had it not been for plots, Italy would, not 
now be a*natiorf, and the (Jreat War h^ould probably 
never Ifave broken out. To ignore such grim masters 
of events mky make.for comfort, but one capnot rewrite 
history merely in order to help oneself to be comfort¬ 
able. So long as human b^ngs exist, we may as well 
recognise the probability that some of them will be 
plotting. The under dogs will be plotting against the 
upper dogs, and the upper dogs will be plotting against 
the under dogsa Many of the plots will be good, and 
many will be evil. All we can be sure of is thSt most ol 
them jvill fail. 

If incredulity with tegjrd to plots is foolish; howeypr, 
credulity is a great dial worse. Some of the most terrible 
crimes in history have been the result of too.simRle faith 
in the existence of a plot. Nero believed, or led others 
to believe, that it was Christian conspirators’lyho Itad 
set fire to Rome. One of the consequence* of .this 
suspicious youlig music-hall performer^s error vias that 
shortly afterwards ChrisMcns, 1;lothed in the skins ^of 
wild animals, were being thrown to the dogs to be torn 
in pieces, or were crucified, or burnt alive in shirts qf 
pitch. Lest some dthfilar should refuse to believe, how¬ 
ever, that it was tfie story of a plot tflat led to Nero’s 
persecution of the Christians,^it will be useful <o»recall 
one or two other historical crimes that had their origin 
in a tale of a conspiracy. .When in* 1572 Catherine cid 
Medici decided on tfie nei^ssity of the ^lassacre of 
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St. Bartholomew, she had to win the cdhsent of the 
ypung king. This she did by inventing a Protestant 
She convinJed him first of the existence of a 
, Huguenot plot,” says Jhefhistorian. Naw, the Hi^enots 
had, been engaged in many plots in their time : most 
^people were in* those days. But of tl'e pardcular plot 
which was used to incite Charles IX to give the order 
for the butjhery of the French Prcttestants*no evidence 
has ever been discovered. “ The attitude of the Court 
... was cysical in the extreme. To England they spoke 
of a diabolical plot against the Crown nipped in the bud 
by the massacre: to the Pope and the King of Spain 
they paraded the massacre as a deliberate and long- 
planned act pf policy." The next greatest crime in the 
.history a[ France, the September Massacres of 179*, 
was also'associated with tales of a terrible plot, pn the 
eve of the butchery “ the whijle of Paris was tajking of 
the plots concocted in the prisons'.” That there were 
Royalisf conspiracies in existence at the time it*would 
be foofi^ to doubt. One would think, however, that 
the? coijspijators who w^y: unSer lock aijd key were 
scaycely tworth being afraid of to the point of murder. 
Ayhep'umour of a plot, unhappily, men*become insane. 
They rush not only to tonc|^sions, but to wild deeds. 

’And the case against over-credulity in regard t(j plots 
ip almost as strong if we leasee French and come to 
English history.. Thqpias Croterfell, that model of 
ruthlessness, wgn his sinister power'over Henry VIII— 
power which led to the murder of so many noble English¬ 
men:, Sir Thomas More among them—by harping on 
•die plot theme. Henry VIII, says J. R. Green, “ was 
Tearless of open danger, byt tremulously sensitive to the 
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slightest breSth of hidden disloyalty. It was on* this 
inner dread that Cromwell based the fabric of his powew 
... The air was thick with tales of plots arid conspiracj^is, 
and with the detection and su| 5 p!|ssion of each Crom¬ 
well tightened his hold on the King.” Even if we take 
it for granted thA many of tjje plots w^e genuine, we 
may question whether the remedy was not worse than 
the disease.” Cromwell with his keen sceqt for plots 
reduced England to a state of nervous terror such as 
she has seldom known. M^n in England *t the time 
felt, declared Erasmus, “ as if a scorpion lay sleeping 
under every stone.” 

The great plot period in English history, however, is 
not the period of Thomas' Cromwell, but tjie period of 
Titus Oates. Titus Oates lives in history as*the man 
who njade the invention of plots a branch oPEnglish 
industry. One has only (p look at the face of’the man, 
with its long, evil cHn, to see what a scoundrel he was. 
But the English Protestants of his day waijted” Popish 
plots,'and Titus Oates^provided them with vnhat they 
wanted. That is sufficient tiyfxplain their tyiSt^in Mm. 
Intoxicated by his-grisly tales, they watched v'th 
enthusiasm t|je procession of his innocent victvns,on 
their way to the gallows^. Cerha^is we, too, had we been 
livinpin Oates’s day, would have believed in his narra¬ 
tive. There had, it was mndeniable, been a secret meet¬ 
ing of the Jesuits ih tondon. further, the magistrate 
to whom Oates first told his story of tlye plot was soon 
afterwards found murdered by someone uak»own. 
Apart from these suspicious incidents, Oates had plenty 
of witnesses to swear to the truth ^)f his story. Orft’, 
witness swore that ait arnij; of thirty thousand men’ 
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disgaised as pilgrims, were under orders' to gather at 
Corunna and invade Wales. Another had been promised 
cat;onisation and five hundred pounds to murder the 
I King. Oates himsel^“dfeclared that he had once stood 
behind a door and listened while the Queen confessed 
“her willingness to have the King murdered. There has 
seldom been a better-substaptiated story of a plot. Few 
juries could have resisted such overwhelming evidence. 
Oates, if we may judge him hy the law of supply and 
demand, bid done well. Ife and his market had found 
each other. He was bound to be followed by other 
enterprising merchants with the same wares. Macaulay, 
referring to the orgy of plots that followed the success of 
Oates’s inventions, has summed up tl(e history of the 
"plot-moifgers in wise and witty sentences that should 
he a lasting warning against excessive credulity ia-regard 
to, such things. He says ; 

Every person well read in history must ha/e ob¬ 
served that depravity has its temporary modes, which 
come rp and go out like modes,of dress and upholstery, 
ft ifi^y t^douhted whether, in our country, any man 
ever, before the year 1678, invented and related on 
eatl^ a circumstantial history, altogether fictitious, 
of a treasonable plot,‘for 1^ purpose of making him- 
'self important by destroying men who had giveji him 
no provocation. But in thei,year 1678 this execrable 
crime became the fashion, and continued to he so 
during the tws.oty yeafs which followed. Preachers de¬ 
signated it as bur peculiar national sin, and prophesied 
thii it would draw on, us some awful national judg- 
irient. . . . Till the dissolution of the Oxford 
Parliament, Popish plots were the chief rngnufacture. 
Then, drying seven year’s, 'Whig plots were the only 
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plots that* paid. After the Revolution, Jacdbite 
plots came in. 

English ipolitics rtily became faivnal, intieed, during 
the Premiership of Sir Robert Walpole, who was either 
too lazy or too tolerant to tal^e any notich of the sensa¬ 
tional tafes (*iany of them^no doubt, true) of Jacobite 
plottings on the part of his opponents. As late as 1720, 
however, when Swift wrote an anonymous pamphlet 
urging the Irish people to their own maftufactures, 
the Chief Justice of Ireland was still so much under the 
plot obsession that he declared it was the object of the 
author to bring in the Pretender. 

Plots did not tome into their own agaiikin England 
until the time of the French Revolution, wjtei? Pitt (to 
the soriow ofiiis biographers) wasted a great de*?!! of his 
energy dn suppressing jevolutipnary plots,' real pr 
imagin|ry. Dr. J. Holland Rose, in William Pitt and 
the Great War, has little to say in favour of»Pitt’^ anti¬ 
plot policy. Of the Corresponding Societies h» writes : 
“ I have found no proof that.either at Nc»#’ic]|i’or*in 
, London these socieues used illegal methods. The 
seditious placgrSs posted up at Norwich may hav« been 
the work of some fanaljc^ agent provocateur.” The 
members of the London Society evidently suspected 
the presence of agents p^ocateurs among them, as at 
their meetings they^a'd a card hung above the chair¬ 
man’s head, bearing the ever-wise words, “ Bervare of 
Orators.” The plots, howevej, were in some places a 
success so far as the authorities were concerned. »In 
Scotland t^e infamous Brajffield acted on the principle^ 
that a man accused of beln^concerned in,a plot was 
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guilty without need of further evidence. ^ He is reported 
c\n one occasion to Ijave greeted a member of one of his 
pa^^ked juries with the words : “ Come awa’, Maister 
Horner, conSe awa’,tand help us to' hang on& o’ thae 
daamed scoondrels.” That is merely a Scottish expres- 
' sion of the old'spirit of Thomas Cromwell, whcge papers 
were full of brief jottings oij, the model of-; “ Item, jhe 
Abbot of Heading to be sent dowtJ to be tried and exe¬ 
cuted at Reading.” “ To be tried and executed ” is a 
good phrase. It at once delights and horrifies us because 
it reveals one of the terrible secrets of human nature. 
Few of us are so candid as Thomas Cromwell. If we 
were, thousands of us would confess that for us, too, an 
accusation of conspiracy is evidence of the accused 
person’s guilt. At the same time, it is to the credit of 
human‘nature that at the end of the eighteenth century 
magistrates and jurigs refucad for the most part to 
follow Pitt in his enthusiasm for discovering plots. 
Even the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act did not 
bring about the conviction o{ Horne Tookf tmd his 
friends, The chief resxlt of the trials attd acquittals 
waa an Increase in the membership and^ influence of the 
chief "organisation attacked. c 

^ During the nineteenth cesVuiy one of the most curious 
of plots was the conspiracy of some Orangemen to put the 
'Duke of Cumberland on the‘ throne instead of Queen 
Victoria. But' the "conspiracies that seemed most 
dangerous to tiSie British authorities were undoubtedly 
Trade TJnionism and Uish Nationalism. Even to-day 
^thtf Trade Unionist is suspected in many quarters as a 
..conspirator. For a long time the law regarded him as 
such. As 'for Irish Natbnilists, did not even a great 
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and averagely^ sane newspaper like the Ti/nes pifblish 
the Pigott forgery, accusing Parney of complicity in,« 
murder-plot ? In Ulster at the present day, we are yjld, 
tens of ahousand^of people befie^' in the'existence of a 
permanenj Popish plot, if not to cut their throats, at 
least to ^teal thefr farms, th^r houses, and their goods.' 
The whispe^i*of the existetjce of such a plot is of more 
effect in the politics xif Ulster than a world of evidence. 
Hence, seeing the influence of such stories, I think it 
behoves Governments as w^Il as peoples to Aamine any 
alleged plot as closely as though it were an alien coming 
ashore at Newhaven. They should insist on knowing in 
regard to every plot the characters of the witnesses for 
it, the nature ofHhe evidence, and on making sure that 
none but persons against whom the evidence is in¬ 
disputable slnll be dragged in under a gene|;af accusa¬ 
tion of» conspiracy. The sane, attitude to'adopt,in 
regarc^to plots is not to disbelieve in their existence off¬ 
hand, but to demand the production of their*credf,ntials. 
Histofy warns us that jve must never accept plot on 
trust. If w" did, statesmerwwould be at tk* n*ercy of 
every Titus Oates anti Pigott who could invent* a sensa¬ 
tional story ig tune with the prgudices of the ho«r. • 
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The Duty of Continuing to Hate 
the Germans 


M oralists have a way of laying upon us 
heavier burdens than we can bear. They wish 
to turn us into iron figures '■f duty—to make 
us grimmer and more forbidding than human beings 
were evir meant to be. They lead us up. to the.barren 
face of cliff and say to us: “ There is yoyr duty, 
climb that. Avoid alcohol. Eat only as much as is 
necessary to keep you alive. Thrust aside your wife 
and weeping children, as Regulus did. Get up* at six 
and Ifgv^ a cold bath. .Pespise the temptations alike 
of good mature and self-interest. Care for nothing but 


yo>jr purpose. Life is a battlefield, and on the battle¬ 
field it is better to be'a taji'; than a .char-a-banc. Be 
Hard. Pity is for milksops. ’ ^hese bitter imperatives 


fire not an invention of our own time. They have risen 
in every age to .perturb the weik-willed race of men. 
Milder schools of morality have alSb appeared, inquir¬ 
ing v'hether, after all, the'ideal of duty may not in some 
way be reconciled with human happiness. But such 
inquiries have beLn reprimanded as feebleness. The 
extreme Sfoic, the extreme Calvinist, and all the 
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preachers ant prophets of iron have no space in (heir 
system for th^ indulgence of human nature. Humaa 
nature is the serpent whose head it is man’s task to cr^sh 
under hjj heel. IWs, indeed, a Whole brdht of serpents. 
As one climbs the steep hill of duty, one is treading>on 
them at ev^ry step. • 

War, it ha% often been said during recent years, is a 
stetn and enhobling s,chool. It is the moralist’s friend. 
It adds greatly to the number of our duties and hunts 
the young out of their featljer beds. The duties are, 
for the most part, unpleasant. They include, as some¬ 
one has said, killing people to whom one has not been 
introduced, walking up and down outside gasworks 
during the small* hours of the morning, gating one’s 
enemies, giving up China tea, paying h|lf-il5-much 
again on the Railways, eating war-bacon, losm| one’s 
temper-^but the list is lyactically endless. Those 
have named are enough to enable anyone to realise how 
it com& about that war produces an atmsspfiere in 
which a Bishop can feel more at home than in his palace. 
In time of^eace we are an easy-going race whij^ cjflddfct 
is regulated by a bakey’s dozen of “ Don’ts.” We h^ve 
the Ten Commandments, more or less, and to them we 
add a few mil3 injunction* such'as “ Do not lean out 
of the,train when it is*in’motion,” “Do not throw 
bottles, etc., on to the linos” But so timid, so tentative 
are these formulae fo( the duties ^ a modern man that 
they scarcely deservS the name of morality. They are 
not stimulating as true morality is. We can obey them 
without an effort. Effort, however, is of the essence^f 
morality. Morality has even been defined as doing whal 
one doesn’t'like. The’definitjpn is not entirely satis- 
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factory, but undoubtedly it covers the creed of many 
Ptoics and Calvinists. The moral enihusiasm of a 
number of pedple during the war was greatly enhanced 
by the oppOhunity it gave them of, compelling other 
people to do tyhat they didn’t like. They gloried in 
' spreading self-denial for its own sake, quite apart from 
the question whether it was needed to wirt the War. To 
stop youag men from playing football, •to shut the 
British Museum, even to put an end to summer holidays 
at the sea'ide—hardly a day passed that did not give 
some morality-intoxicatea man the opportunity to 
preach some new form of compulsory self-denial. 
Duties spread like an epidemic. The man who invented 
a new one wjas generally felt to be one jyho deserved well 
of his chuntry. Life for each of us became a round of 
labours'more numerous and hardly less formidable than 
the laboufs of Hercules. It was impossible, in presence 
of such a challenge to effort, for one’s moral muscle to 
remain' flahby. It required an effort to eat matgarine; 
it required an effort to drink Government b^er; it 
refqufrjd ap effort to eat stewed rhubarb without sugar; 
it requvmi an effort to hate the proprietoV of the ham- 
ard-^eef shop at the corner. Our very efforts were our 
salvation, however. V’e beqame moral prodigies. How 
It came about, on the othtr hand, that the Germans, 
jwho ate and drank still more unpalatable things and 
who put so mqch more effort then their enemies did 
into hating qiiite innocent people, were ultimately 
bea^en will always be one of the puzzles of history. 

,The most urgent problem for which the moralist has 
‘now to find a soluion, however, is how to carry on into 
peace the moral energies of war. Peace does not offer 
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the same oppertunities as war for doing things we don’t 
like. We are Hot even allowed to kill people except in g. 
limited area to which only a selecteS number of men are 
admitted. The Russians are «Uowed-4fcey are A'en 
encouraged, it is said—to kill each qfher; but rfhe 
western Ehropeaa is allowed to kill hwdly anybody.' 
Even thdfee p|ople who derived a certain moral stimulus 
from promeflading on wet, iark nights m the peighbour- 
hood of gasworks are, I am told, no longer encouraged. 
If they attempted to continue the practice, is all prob¬ 
ability they would be drived off by the police as sus¬ 
picious characters. The number of unpleasant duties 
is fast shrinking. One has no longer a chance of eating 
absolutely loaths(jpie bacon. Tea that is utterly vile is 
now almost unobtainable, Even the beer seemssto have 
improved : atjeast, there is more of it. It is as*though 
someoni had run away with the dumb-bell*and the 
Indian clubs and the laSder anii the rope and the 
parallel*bars and the trapeze and the glov^ ahd the 
vaulting horse from our moral gymnasium. JVliat is 
there left tc exercise witit ? It seems for the^dnjent^is 
though there'is nothing for us to do but sit 3qjvn apd 
grow flabby again. Luckily, when we look closy, we 
find that the’war has nqf stripped our gymnasium 
entirely naked. We havj still a number of unpleasant 
duties left upon which we piay practise our virtues. We 
shall still be able to a huge income,-tax and to pay 
more for railway tmvel, coal an3, ind&d, practically 
everything. The worst of it is, our mood as we da t^ese 
things is necessarily one of acquiescence rather than pt 
enthusiasm, and without eqfhusiasmswe cannot scale 
the peaks of virtue. W%r morality is morality touched 

195 



<The Passion of Labouf 

witW emotion. Can we hope to inherit^ this now that 
peace has brought u§ relaxation ? The only people who 
hayp pointed out a way of doing so, so far as one can see, 
are "those wSo tell n,< that we’mustKgo on hating the 
Germans. This is a task sufficiently unple|sant to be 
admitted into “the strictest category pf duties^ and its 
appeal is as emoUonal as coyld be desired* 

There are cynics who say it is ..an easy thing to l?ate 
Germans. The history of the war refutes them. The 
war neith£r began nor ended in hatred. In the course 
of it, British and German soldiers even spent a merry 
Christmas together till the authorities gave strict orders 
that such a thing must never happen again. Man is a 
social anim»l, with an instinct to fraternise with those 
with wfioni he comes in contact. He enjoys, besides, a 
great v^ety of moods—sentimental, critical,, hostile, 
pitiful, i'indictive, tolerant,,cruel, kind. Hij hatreds 
last no^ longer than his grand passibns. He does not like 
to liv^ at such high tension. He leaves such exfiausting 
emotions to the heroes of tragqjlies. All he himself asks 
is* a riJtf^eomfort, a little friendly conver^at’en, and to 
be alloT/ed to live at peace. . 

'Everybody enjoys an occasional oiftb^rst of hatred. 
To-day one may hate*oneV grocer; to-morrow, it will 
be the cook ; the day after, it will be the young njan who 
rjostles one getting on to the bus. Life finds room for a 
good many small hatreds of this‘<kftid. They last hardly 
longer than a /'igarette or a sentinfental song, and their 
effect'is no more serious. Suppose, however, the Arch- 
, bishop of Canterbury or some other moralist were to call 
^ on you and assdre you that it was your duty to go on 
hating the cook for ever and ever—that you must hate 
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her sitting and hate her standing, hate her by nigttt and 
hate her % day, hate her in the kitchen and hate her hi 
the street, hate her at breakfdkt, lunch, ^d supper^ate 
her livihg and hSte her dead—ypu wouft feel that he 
had let ypu in for the most terrible punishment. • To 
have to,hate the'same person all the tirfie is to have an 
e^le devouring your liv*r while yqu are still alive. 
Hatred is tolerable only if it can find a constant variety 
of objects. Otherwise, it becomes a monomania, a fixed 
idea. There could be nj sterner discipTine for the 
human spirit than its subjection to such a monomania, 
^en have often submitted themselves to temporary 
horrors for ideal ends. But few men submit themselves 
to lifelong horrflts even in the name of an ideal. The 
breaking-point comes even with the brauest^ and the* 
brain mercifully gives way. And, if it is difficj^lt to go on. 
bating ril your life a cook whom,you have seen, it is.far 
more difficult to go on hating a whole people wjiom you 
practically do not know. A few of the more Hjrculean 
spirifs agiong the members of defeated natioijs have at¬ 
tempted to do this, but, if any of them evor^usceeSed, 
it was only by dint >f remaining constantly in^ state of 
war. Hannibal was vowed to hatred of Rome front his. 
boyhood. Did even hg l!jep his vow ? I doubt it, re-* 
memfeering his treatment of the Roman general, Mar- 
cellus. Like the rest of us, he was under the curse tff 
fickleness and collapsed into naagnagimity. Satan in 
Paradise Lost is the only example of immortal hate with¬ 
out conlpromise that one can j'emember, and v/t cannot 
all be Satans. Our good-humour betrays us, otvoqr 
common-|ense, or some other of tfle drab regiment pt< 
the virtues. I met a British soldier the other day buying 
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chocolate and coffee beans to take out to the Germans 
iA whose housfthe wtis billeted in Cologne. Most men 
are ^ike that,»,We put pleasure before duty, and we 
abandon the loftiest purpose in order to perform some 
childish act of kindness. If Cabinet Minister^ were not 
made of sterner stuff, it io quite conceivable that the 
women and children of Germany would have been given 
something t'o eat immediately after the armistice. The 
thought of a child holding out its thin arms and wailing 
in hunger, so far from causi. g most of us pleasure, gives 
us just the tiniest stab at the heart. What recreants we 
are—flabby recreants! We are no good at hating. 

None the less, duty must be done even at the cost of 
your finer feelings. It must be done, even at the cost of 
your po({kets. And you cannot expect to go on hating 
the Germms without your pockets sufferin|. Obkiously 
you cannot trade with people you ijeeply loathe* and so 
you are, bound to lose one of the great marketswf the 
world to those less morally advanced nations who are 
wiljing tq'traffic with Germans.' Your loss v.<ill fortu¬ 
nately be Eitmce’s and America’s gain. I hate no wish to 
criticise those great nations, but ifseenpp only too clear 
.. that in‘every country expept England the pfission of self- 
' iqferest is sponger than tb^ passion of hate. What 
other nation besides England will willingly impoWish 
imelf for the sake of an abstract prippiple ? Ultimately, 
it may mean isolation, for, if you boycott the Germans, 
you may in the vnd have to boycott also all the natigns 
that refuse to boycott the Germans. It would be in¬ 
tolerable to have (german goods bought by Frenchmen 
' and then sent on to you disguised as French wares, at 
an increased price. Y&t German goods and raw 
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materials art sure to reach you, if anybody at,all is 
allowed to buy them. Hence, you must be prepared to 
make war on the rest of thei eartli in defence of your 
great principle ot hate. This»will mearfthe end ^ the 
League Nations and an even Jiore terrible war^than 
the last^ You will be bombed and gass^ and torpedoed 
to a degre* that will cause journalists to speak of 
.Armageddon. You may well rejoice ih such a war, how¬ 
ever : it will put you nationally to the test. When all 
the other nations join in bombing and boi^barding you 
your hatred of Germany v^ill but burn the brighter. If 
you must perish fighting an embattled universe, you cai^ 
go down proudly flying the anti-German flag.‘Towards 
your new enemiesr you will have no feelings of hatred. 
To expend hatred on anybody but Germans,would be 
a des^ion sf principle.. . . When one thinksihow easy 
it would be for the vast majority of EnglishiriSn to forgrt 
all this and to siflk back intd the slough of d^ent 
humanity, all one can say is, “ Thank <God for 
Mr.-\\'. M. Hughes ! ” 
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W "T THEN the Speakei*of the House of Commons 
%/% / on one. occasion described the idea of a 
T T * League of Nations as “ Utopian,” he ex¬ 
pressed the hope that he would not thought to be 
carping. J anl afraid it is not the custom to use the word 
‘‘ Utopias ” &cept in a disparaging sense., To say that 
a thing is Utopian means that one is willing to praise it 
only if one is sJlowed to'pass b;^ on the other side. Men 
will assent to almost any principle provided it is* kept 
safely oet ot reach in Utopia. At that distance, fhey 
will, permit themselves to be dharmed by the most 
fantasticMitims of the anarchistic communists. Plato 
cannbt shock them while he remains in the clouds. 
•William* Morris, thoughthe wpuld seem more terrible 
than a BolshrAik if he had t^ie ^ower to do wh^ he 
dreamed, seems as innocent as, the author of Jessica’s 
Fifit Prayer so long as he puts ijis Utopia not into 
practice but only mto prose. We adnidre Utopia as the 
most far-away of'Foreign countries. It is prettier and 
more incredible than JapaA, and we would dread being 
subjected to it as y/f: would (dread being subjected ta 
Japan. We prefer to think of it as an invention of card- 
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board and faify-lights. It is a toy, not a destinaVon. 
We are willing to believe in it only on the understanding 
that it is not true. Few men have taken out naturalisa¬ 
tion papers as citizens of Utopia. Thr'lverage ijpan 
would rather be himself than anybody else, howeyer 
perfect; and he ij equally reluctant to s^e his country, 
or his world, (psing itydentity to be reborn into vacuous 
peiTection. For to the average imagination vacuousness 
is an essential quality *of perfection. The perfect man 
is not an individual but a type. The Christian religion 
alone has achieved the mirA:le of making him an in¬ 
dividual. The explanation, perhaps,•is that we can 
realise human individuality in terms of suffering, though 
we more usually ^o<so in terms of limitations of mind 
and character. Suffering is the tragic creator of pereon- 
ality. The pei/ect man of the Stoics, serenely enfiironed 
above suffering, is by comparison with the peifect man 
of the Christians an abstraction, dnd many people fin’d 
him as thill as a statue. He, more conceivably tiian an 
ordinary human being, might be turned out’by a 
machine. Vur attitude fo the perfect State is rftuoh tjie 
same as to th’e perfect man. We shudder at its 'death¬ 
like stillness. I* warms the heart no more than ^e 
contemplation* of a geometrical* figure. Nor do the 
Utopiajbuilders ever thlnkj of showing t^ir perfect 
State as a scene of tragic puffering and so making it as 
human as a real couKiy. They are disinclined to allow 
it faults either of oharacter or circumstance. It is a 
place as happy as a prig—as disgustingly calpi and 
superior to frail humanity as the parents in The Pair- 
• child Family. The next author who wishes to write Fn' 
account of Utopia should try the experiment of telling" 
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thetstory as a tragedy instead of as a faii^-tale in which 
^everybody lives tljippily ever afterwards* By some 
curious law of human nature, the imagination is more 
eaJly movratiy tragi? than by pKsperous examples. 
The example, ijf Belgium holding the gap against 
Germany at the cost of i|}imeasurable ruin dl^ more to 
give Europe a great ideal jn the early djvs of the war 
than the .happiness of the Swip Republic had Jone 
during the previous half-century. Sympathy, pity, love 
—these aie begotten by the spectacle of suffering. 
Happiness—at least, the'happiness which is largely 
comfort—has no progeny comparable to this. 

It is not the happiness of the Tjtopians that finally 
frightens uf, however, but their goodness. Most of us 
would dike, or think we should like, the world to be 
improf|d ; but we feel that we would br«ak do^n under 
the strain of trying to live ujjto the standards jjf Utopia. 
Stripped of our sins*, we should* feel naked, indecent, 
unnatflral. We are in doubt if we can adapt ourselves 
to thSse virtuous surroundings without ceasing to be 
o»rse(yds.. We have nt^^desire to give up our richly- 
cojour^identities in order to becpme walking theories-:- 
esen jf they should be the very best th*)rjes. There are 
many peo;^ nowadays whodiate the idea of immortality 
because it^ould mean living for ever in Utopia, They 
]iave almost as gfeat a horror sf Heaven as their ancestors 
had of Hell. They (Jread it as 4 fast mutual improve¬ 
ment society ii^ which a processiorf of a million million 
sou^s would walk about from noon to eternal noon, all 
b^nt on doing each other good. Thoreau was heretical in 
'many respects, bat he wasfai average man in his desire, 
*when he sjw anyone who wisheS to do him good, to run 
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away. Peoplej I fancy, make a mistake in thinking*that 
Heaven or Utopia is the sort of place where everybody 
is determined to do one good. • That is n()| Heaven but 
Purgatoi^. UtopB is as free ^'oip the tyranny of^the 
sermon a|»a summer seashore crowded, with children. 
The chili might 3s reasonably be afraid bf its games as 
thts grown- man of Utopia. A man wsy well think 
nervously of the prospect of being plunged into Utopia 
while he is still adapted to life in twentieth-century 
Clapham. He would, in tlyt event, be as'^ueerly out 
of his element as Gulliver was among the Houyhnhnms. 
He may take comfoiJ, however, from the reflection that 
Utopia is a country which it is impossible for anyone 
not fully adapteAo' Utopian conditions to enter. We 
must be Utopians before we can get into UtopSh. The 
worst oWt is that the reverse proposition is equally true : 
we must«get into Utopia*before ,we can be Utopiaqs. 
This n»y seem to be a mere playing with paradoxes and 
contradictions with no purpose save to announce human 
helplessness. As a matt*r of fact, there is a go^ deal of 
comfort to lx: got out of th»£ontradictions,.^hhy ^-e- 
mind us that Utopia cannot become our horn* save, by 
an act of our»owm will, and that our transition to it is 
bound to be an affair qfhnutual adaptatv^, like the ' 
transifton from childhood to middle age. Vhere is 3s 
much reason for a N^rcf to shrink from the life of ap 
Englis h peer as for*afl English peer tc;shrink from the 
life of a Utopian.* The English pees, there is some 
reason to believe, represents f. type of man that has 
advanced from a much lower level than that of ,the 
Negro. His present ejisteAce, I hatfc no doubt, would* 
seem unbelievably Utopian to the limp and hungry 
ao3 
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sav?ge in the gloom of an African forsSt. The peer, 
however, has slowjy adapted himself to *the austere 
’ earthly paracj^ihe in which he dwells. He finds that after 
alltft is * “ 

, .. not too bright or good 
For human pature's daily food. 


, f 

He can even look back without longing to that occasional 
breakfast of hunftn rashers which his ancestor of ten 
thousand ysars ago would not have given up for a world 
of Utopias. He misses ail those little failings of his 
fathers, indeed, us little as the Ut^ian of ten thousand 
years hence will miss the little failings which most of us 
nowadays treasure as the sacred elehi^nts of our person¬ 
ality. The, English peer of to-day and the England of 
to-dayf'me, however, but the Utopian and the Utopia 
of the stunted aborigine of ten thousand years ago. 
Seeing that the peer is not afraid to live in hjs giddy 
perch 'high above the aborigine, why should modem 
man tfread the thought of existence in a still giddier 
perch jofnewhere above tiip peer ? , 

The ^dman race has now reacljed a point at which it 
is A)o\md either to struggle up. to a' h^her level or 
to fall back.ruinously dowE towards the savage. At 
rite presei^’ level, the woitd ‘is no longer inhabitable 
by civilised mard In spite mf the great increase of 
the will to better things and'^Bb power for better 
things, it has Become but a netf image of Sodom 
and Gomorrah, from which men must flee if they 
would live. We may have no great longing to reach 
I Utopia, but refugees canitot be choosers, and what 
^t■e we buf refugees in flight from the old world of 
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imperialism and capitalism and the''brganisalion of 
greed ? We may, no doubt, return if we choose 
to the old world when the fires Itave died out. But. 
be sure,^if we do^ we are docjrsing our Children ymd 
their children to worse fires. I ai» not fatalist enough 
to belieyp that w^^rs are inevitable, bflt any man of, 
ordinary sei^e must see that wars are inevitable in 
a frorld livmg under the Jway of riv^I armed Powers 
and leagues of PoWfers. To return, as* so many 
politicians seem anxious to do, to the ^rld before 
the war, the world of ornaments and Imperialist 
ambitions, would be to march straight into the 
arms of catastropHP'and to thrust upon the human 
race a fate mor^ terrible than any massacre of the 
‘innocents that was ever imagined.- The A are people, 
however, who hold that this is not thi on^ alter-' 
native To the League of Nations, but that Jll] would* 
be well*if England an4 Frante took the place* of 
GermSny as mighty military Powers. As • though 
either England or France could become a Germany 
■without Becoming like'Germany ! Such a censpmma- 
tion would* merely mean*/lew wars. Ufctil* nations 
organise them^lves''as a democracy of natioift, inWead 
of living in* the lawless^ egoian of medieval liaronsj 
there will be no lasting ^rder or peack% The alter¬ 
native to a League qf'Nations ie for'Europe the 
crack of doom. a|jis is no time for hesitation and 
scepticism. To-i*orrow must Be thi beginning either 
of the era of reason or of the era of rtithlessnws. The 
world must finally choose djetween Utopia and U- 
boatia. As for the difficulties in t^e way of achiovin^^ 
Utopia, are ;hey so much greater than the difficulties* 
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■of maEng wir*' I have a' terrible conviction that if. 
the^human race in peace had ever beerw willing to 
undergo half the sBerifiees—even the money saerifiees 
—whieh it i{aa willing to undergo in time of war, we 
should have had Utopia painted oh the map of the 
wotld long ago.i 


T/it Mayfyfwer Frets, Flyntgulk, EnglaKd, 
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